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PLANNING TO ASSIST LOW ACHIEVERS:  PERSPECTIVES OF INSTRUCTIONAL 
LEADERS AND TEACHERS 
By 
Andrea L. Ridley 
Is there a connection between stereotypes and the achievement gap?  The issue of 
stereotyping is a consistent topic of concern in the United States based on labels such as race, 
ethnicity, gender, and religion (Gollnick, 2013).  The United States is a multicultural nation 
where the classroom is becoming filled with a plethora of diversity pulling many of those 
stereotypes to the surface (Gollnick, 2013).  Intergroup interaction can be frustrating, confusing, 
and cause anxiety for many because of the unknown and/or misunderstood factors that determine 
cultural differences. Could there be a connection between stereotyping and student achievement 
based on how the teachers implement various instructional strategies?  Do students who are 
labeled as low-achievers receive the same opportunities of exploration as those who are not?  
With Karl Marx’s conflict theory along with the study of various societal and psychological 
theories by Donald T. Campbell as the foundation for this study, perceptions of instructional 
leaders and teachers of 4th-8th grade students were gathered to see if there were commonalities 
concerning the effectiveness of instructional strategies used for low-achievers.  Thirty-nine 
instructional leaders and one hundred fifty-seven teachers of 4th-8th grade students within two 
school systems in northwest Georgia were surveyed through an online web-link.  The findings of 
the survey indicated that instructional leaders and teachers perceived the use of a high frequency 





achievers.  Instructional leaders perceived student-led instruction as more effective for low-
achievers than teachers where teachers perceived such strategies as power points and online 
handouts as effective for low-achievers.  The researcher concluded that both instructional leaders 
and teachers perceived student-led techniques for exploration and experimentation for low-
achievers as effective but teachers are not implementing these strategies as much as they could 
be.  A list of effective instructional strategies for low-achievers as perceived by instructional 
leaders and teachers was constructed indicating the perceived order of effectiveness.  Further 
research may determine if the same instructional strategies are perceived to be effective for 
students considered to have higher achievement levels so that it may be determined if there is a 
stereotype threat to those students considered to be low-achievers.  We, as educators must make 
sure to avoid the possibility of any student asking the question, ‘Am I able to learn if they think I 
can’t’. 
 
Key words: instructional strategies, effective instructional strategies, instructional leader 
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 Working closely with student data the first ten years of the researcher’s career in 
education, the researcher gained an interest in the use of differentiation and instructional 
strategies for various groups of learners.  The achievement gap has been a source of concern for 
many years for the researcher in questions that explore the cause of the achievement gap and 
why such consistency in this gap is observed.  Is there a connection between stereotypes and the 
achievement gap?  The issue of stereotyping is a consistent topic of concern in the United States 
based on labels such as race, ethnicity, gender, and religion (Gollnick, 2013).  The United States 
is a multicultural nation where the classroom is becoming filled with a plethora of diversity 
pulling many of those stereotypes to the surface (Gollnick, 2013).  As the researcher began to 
understand more about the effects of stereotyping on achievement, the thoughts have come up 
connecting stereotyping and student achievement based on how the teachers implement various 
instructional strategies.  Do teachers choose certain strategies so that all students can succeed or 
are strategies chosen specific for whom the teacher believes are low-achievers?  Todd Pittinsky 
(2009) discussed the term “allophilia” which concerns the engagement, kinship, and comfort 
with groups that are thought as different.  In his research, he stated that education has not always 
helped teachers deal with ‘difference’ between groups in positive ways but available teaching 
resources can give more approaches to lessen the negative (Pittinsky, 2009).  Stereotype threat as 
studied by Steele and Aronson (1995) indicates that those who are classified into one group 
because of a certain characteristic (stereotype) can be vulnerable to that stereotype.  Self-
confirmation can occur because of various unconscious worries based in identification with that 




researcher believed there could be a connection in stereotyping of students based on achievement 
and how teachers identify needed strategies for students.  Are teachers placing students in groups 
based on achievement in previous grade levels allowing the students to experience stereotype 
threat according to levels of achievement?  Connecting this idea with the use of effective 
instructional strategies, the researcher gained interest in various stake-holder perceptions of what 
strategies are needed for low-achievers.   
Statement of the Problem 
Neo-political policy within the United States has infected the public school system 
throughout various periods of time which has caused administrators and teachers to adjust 
teaching methods, curriculum, and everyday activities in a direction that has moved further away 
from the idea of school as a learning environment where teachers are free to decide what is best 
for each child to a learning environment in which teachers are bound to a set of standards and 
testing with which low student performance could be detrimental to their jobs (Gollnick, 2013).  
Federal and state legislation not only bares effect on how curriculum is taught within the 
classroom, but the effect also trickles down to individual student groups.  Based on research 
concerning National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), demographic characteristics 
of high-stakes test-takers indicated that the percentage of families with low income was high 
within high-stakes states where the percentage of parents with a college education was low 
(Baker & Johnston, 2010).  With the research indicating this, the pressures from legislature 
within high-stakes states are holding teachers accountable for the success of low-achievers 
which, in turn, allows the consequences of the pressures to affect all involved in education 
(Baker & Johnston, 2010; Minarechova, 2012).  One area of pressure comes directly from the 




each student’s needs are consistently being searched for by instructional leaders and teachers.  
There are variations in opinions according to which strategies are best for the various learning 
styles and academic needs (Pashler, McDaniel, Rohrer, & Bjork, 2009).  The premise for this 
research was initiated by these thoughts:  How do teachers find the best strategies to assist with 
the challenges of teaching to low-achievers?  Is there hope within teachers that low-achievers can 
succeed?  Is the pressure of achievement rates causing teachers to move on without the low-
achievers?  How do instructional leaders respond to providing assistance to low achievers?    
Purpose of the Study 
Based on the policies and requirements of No Child Left Behind (NCLB), Teacher Keys 
evaluations, and the new College and Career Ready Performance Index (CCRPI), students are 
the primary asset within education.  As such, the goal of education is for teachers to strive to give 
the students the most adequate opportunities appropriate for the students’ individual needs 
(Minarechova, 2012).  In all actuality, as the pressures among teachers and administrators are 
taken into account, student achievement on an individual basis is put just under school scores as 
a whole.  Many students are being left behind academically even though they are not physically 
left behind in a specific grade level.  Students are moved on without gaining adequate 
information to continue in the next grade level causing them to get further behind or curriculum 
is taught at a slower pace at a disadvantage to the students who understand the material 
(Minarechova, 2012).  The current legislative policies are instated to help those students who 
continue to fall behind but, for this to happen, attention must begin earlier than grades of high-
stakes testing.  Finding a child’s weaknesses must begin at kindergarten (Baker & Johnston, 
2010).  Beginning at kindergarten with appropriate instructional strategies, teachers and 




before they become low-achievers.  Educators must find what works best for each student’s 
individual needs.  In a study by Read (1999), many teachers agree that effective instruction is 
hands-on and authentic for all students.  Within this study, some teachers said the opposite 
stating that a structured curriculum was better (Read, 1999).  This along with the belief that 
repetition was cited as effective by some and not effective by others, poses the need for finding 
actual instructional strategies that are effective for students at-risk of failure (Read, 1999).  
The purpose of this quantitative study was to examine the perceptions of instructional 
leaders and teachers concerning the instructional strategies that would best assist low-achievers 
within grades 4-8 at the elementary and middle schools in northwestern counties of Georgia. 
Baker (1999) stated that by the time the students reach late elementary school, students have 
developed beliefs about their potential to perform in school and their capabilities to do well (as 
cited in Baker, 2006).  Students within the 4-8 grade range who are characterized as ‘at-risk’ are 
students who could have the potential of failing or dropping out of school by the second year of 
high school (Baker, 2006).  Research such as this led the researcher to work with instructional 
leaders and teachers of students within grades 4-8.  Instructional leaders and teachers within 
these grade levels should take careful consideration when choosing instructional strategies, 
methods, and curricula for their students.  To be able to find these strategies, perceptions of those 
teaching higher grade levels concerning what is effective and what isn’t is an important ‘task’ to 
explore so these effective strategies can be passed down to lower grade levels.   
The previously mentioned instructional leaders and teachers were surveyed through an 
online source.  The data gained from the surveys were sorted and analyzed in an attempt to 
gather information that will not only assist teachers of grades 4-8 in identifying and monitoring 




but may aid teachers in grades K-3 in preventing failure or loss of motivation by using these 
same methods.  Analyzing and comparing the perceptions of instructional leaders and teachers 
toward assisting low-achievers yielded a better understanding of the effectiveness of different 
instructional strategies for those students. 
Theoretical Framework 
The study of Karl Marx’s conflict theory along with the study of various societal and 
psychological theories by Donald T. Campbell formed the theoretical framework of this research.  
The integration of behavioristic and phenomenological social psychology is emphasized within 
Donald T. Campbell’s research (1967).  The study of various cultural groups has uncovered the 
characterization of stereotypes based on intergroup interactions (Campbell, 1967).  Karl Marx’s 
conflict theory was based on the premise that there exists a conflict between classes because of 
inequality among distribution of goods and resources during the rise of capitalism in Europe 
(Crossman, 2016). Marx’s conflict theory along with Campbell’s research directed the current 
study toward a struggle between classes which may cause the origination of various perceptions 
and/or stereotypical characteristics among instructional leaders and teachers. Data within 
Campbell’s research indicate that there is some accuracy to stereotypes when the stereotypes 
originate within cultural differences which can affect personality, aspirations, achievement, and 
moral behavior of those who are being stereotyped (Campbell, 1967).  Campbell (1967) 
mentions that there is ‘a grain of truth’ among some stereotypes but emphasizes that all groups 
within each culture are not identical, and, without awareness, people can fall into stereotypical 
hostility quickly unaware of conscious choice.  Teachers are often not aware of their own bias 
based on outside stereotypes gained from their own cultural group (Campbell, 1967).  Teacher 




establishing academic outcomes.  The views of the teachers may be limited by their 
understanding of the students’ cultures and ability to connect with the students based on that 
understanding (Blanchard & Muller, 2015).  The use of this research as the theoretical 
framework within the current study assisted in supporting how perceptions are formed and 
affected by stereotyping within an educational setting which can impact the adjustment of 
instructional strategies by instructional leaders and teachers for various groups based on 
achievement.   
Stereotypes can be a determining factor for student achievement within many classrooms.  
Intergroup interaction can be frustrating, confusing, and cause anxiety for many because of the 
unknown and/or misunderstood factors that determine cultural differences.  Campbell’s research 
and the concepts found within Karl Marx’s conflict theory were the foundation for this study to 
assist the reader in understanding why the differences in perceptions within and across cultures 
are important in student academic outcomes. 
Conceptual Framework 
The conceptual framework of this study was based on the work of Fullan and 
Stiegelbauer (1991) on educational change. Their model of change is focused on "the human 
participants taking part in the change process" (Ellsworth, 2001). Fullan and Stiegelbauer 
presented guidelines for resisting, coping, or leading change efforts from perspectives ranging 
from the student to the national government. Their work (1982, 1991) is emphasized more on the 
roles and strategies of various types of change agents. Ellsworth (2001) pointed out that Fullan 




• What are the implications of change for people or organizations promoting or opposing it 
at particular levels? 
• What can different stakeholders do to promote change that addresses their needs and 
priorities? 
Fullan and Stiegerlbauer (1991) considered every stakeholder in the educational change 
process as a change agent. They have given a promise for the change agent that "there is 
enormous potential for true, meaningful change simply in building a coalition with other change 
agents, both within one's own group and across all groups." (Ellsworth, 2001) 
 In this study, in the process of initiating a change to improve the performance of low-
achievers in school, teachers and instructional leaders are stakeholders in the change process. It 
is evident that because of their different positions they hold, they may perceive the process of 
change strategies differently from each other. It was the purpose of this study that both the 
teachers and instructional leaders could work together to resolve their different perceptions, if 
any, to help low-achievers improve. The change model of Fullan and Stiegerlbauer renders 
support as a conceptual model for this study. Based on Fullan and Stiegerlbauer’s change model, 
the following conceptual model is constructed for this study. (See Figure 1.) 
 Figure 1 shows that instructional leaders and teachers first choose their preferred 
strategies of helping low-achievers to improve their performance. Their degrees of agreement 
between instructional leader and teacher perceptions about certain strategies indicate the strength 
of their preferences.  Finally, the perceptions of the instructional leaders are compared with the 








             
   
          
 





       
     
     
 
         





1.)    What are the effective instructional strategies of assisting low-achievers as perceived by 
instructional leaders in school? 
2.)    What are the effective instructional strategies of assisting low-achievers as perceived by 
teachers in school? 
3.)    Are there any significant differences in effective instructional strategies of assisting low-
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4.)    Do demographics of instructional leaders and teachers make any significant difference in 
their perceptions of effective strategies in assisting low-achievers in school? 
Significance of Study 
         The importance of understanding instructional strategies needed for each student’s 
learning style and academic needs is significant in improving student test scores.  Individual 
students are the foundation of schools, and, if educators do not begin to analyze data on an 
individual basis instead of just classrooms and schools as a whole, the results of achievement 
cannot increase.  It is important to find the root of the problem before any improvement within 
our schools can be seen.  Collaboration among instructional leaders and teachers concerning 
appropriate instructional strategies for low-achievers will assist in making improvements in low-
achievers’ performance a reality.    
         The findings of this study can assist instructional leaders and teachers in realizing the 
cause of disconnect among their beliefs and how to mold a new system to assist low-achievers 
more successfully.  Data from the surveys of instructional leaders and teachers were analyzed to 
generate meaningful findings to assist with the planning of instructional strategies for low-
achievers.  The analysis of perceptions of instructional leaders and teachers disclosed the gap 
between perceived effective strategies of instructional leaders and teachers.   
Teaching strategies best fit for various learning styles and academic needs are continually 
researched to assist student achievement within the classroom.  From the teacher’s perspective, 
there is a constant challenge within the classroom environment for the teacher because of the 
demand for instructional variations based upon student learning styles (Pashler et al., 2009).  
Teaching according to learning styles is of vast importance and coincides with teaching 




instructional leaders and teachers to interact and explore the best possible attempts to assist the 
low-achieving students in school.   
Operational Definitions 
Instructional leader.  Instructional leaders in this study will include school principals, 
assistant principals, academic coaches, and curriculum and instruction facilitators at the school 
level.  Educators in these positions have a direct influence on the curriculum taught and the 
strategies used for instruction. 
Instructional strategies.  Instructional strategies is defined as ways to assist students in 
learning material within a certain content.  
Low-achievers.  Students who are not learning on grade level are low-achievers.  They 
are not achieving at a rate that is typical of the student age, grade level, and/or student-to-student 
comparison within a grade level.  Low-achievers are typically identified using student 
achievement scores gained from assessments such as The National Assessment of Education 
Progress (NAEP), state high-stakes tests such as the Georgia Milestones, and various grade-level 
student learning objective assessments given statewide.  These students may also be identified 
using grade-level assessments such as Renaissance Star Reading, Dynamic Indicators of Basic 
Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS), Measure of Academic Progress (MAP), and through other 
weekly progress monitoring of reading fluency and math fact fluency as assessed by the 
classroom teacher. 
Perceptions.  The way an instructional leader and/or teacher interprets, regards, 
understands, thinks of instructional strategies for low-achievers.  
Teachers. Teachers in this study for data purposes would include fourth through eighth 




students, Early Intervention Program (EIP) teachers, and teachers of English Language Learners 
(ELL) that teach students within grades 4-8.    
Socioeconomic Status (SES).  Socioeconomic status is defined and measured as 
education, income, and occupation in combination.  This measurement includes the amount of 
human capital (activities that support socialization of children into society and structured 
environments to create stimulating and reflective learning experiences); financial capital (income 
and wealth); cultural capital (access to cultural possessions and cultural experiences); and social 
capital (social networks of friends, family, and acquaintances) to which individuals are exposed 
(Perkins, 2016). 
Student academic achievement.  The achievement of students based on data gained 
from classroom assessments, content benchmarks, progress monitoring, and/or state testing.  
Achievement scores are gained from assessments such as The National Assessment of Education 
Progress (NAEP), state high-stakes tests such as the Georgia Milestones, and various grade-level 
student learning objective assessments given statewide.  Within assessments such as these, 
students are compared to other students in the same grade that achieved at the same level in 
previous years to indicate their progress in the current grade level.  Those who have not 
exhibited improvement at the same rate in comparison to the students that have previously 
progressed at the same rate are said to be achieving at a slower rate in the current grade level.  
Achievement is also identified using grade-level assessments such as Renaissance Star Reading, 
Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS), Measure of Academic Progress 
(MAP), and through other weekly progress monitoring of reading fluency and math fact fluency 
as assessed by classroom teacher.  Each state has developed benchmarks within all grade levels 




on grade level.  Students below those benchmarks in reading fluency and math fact fluency are 
considered at a low achievement level or below grade-level.   
Summary 
 The push for accountability measures within education today has initiated much concern 
among teachers.  Teaching methods, curriculum, and everyday activities are being adjusted to 
find what is most effective for assisting student achievement.  The Georgia legislature is 
consistently adjusting educational policies to better serve students who are performing below 
grade level.  Finding effective instructional strategies that will be adequate for all, especially 
students who are considered low-achievers, will ensure a greater success rate for the students.   
Campbell’s research (1967) combines Hull’s learning theory and Asch’s 
phenomenological social psychology theory to make predictions using physical stimuli that are 
present for observers and the observer’s present views of the world from past experiences.  Using 
this research to gain information about the human perception of classes and individuals based on 
previous stereotypes led the researcher to how perceptions affect beliefs in the effectiveness of 
instructional strategies for low-achievers.  Stereotypes can be a determining factor for student 
achievement within many classrooms.  Intergroup interaction can be frustrating and confusing, 
and can cause anxiety for many because of the unknown and/or misunderstood factors that 
determine cultural differences.  Campbell’s research and the concepts found within Karl Marx’s 
conflict theory were the foundation for this study to assist the reader in understanding why the 
differences in perceptions within and across cultures are important in student academic 
outcomes.    
 The researcher’s initial questions concerning the connection between stereotypes and 




uncovering effective instructional strategies for low-achievers as perceived by instructional 
leaders and teachers.  The next step for continued research would be to find effective 
instructional strategies for students with high achievement levels as perceived by instructional 
leaders and teachers.  The researcher’s hope is that the use of the current survey along with the 
continued research to compare instructional strategies perceived effective by instructional leaders 
and teachers for low-achievers and other students such as those with high achievement levels 
will assist in determining if stereotype threat is a contributor to the continuous gap in 
achievement.  With test scores, the achievement gap, and accountability continuing to become 
increasingly more important, working to improve strategies for each individual group within 
each class is imperative.  The need to use data based on individual student needs continues to be 
eminent to increase achievement for each school.  Collaboration between teachers and 






REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Introduction 
 Teachers must be able to teach all concepts within each content area well but must also 
be able to instruct students in using various strategies that will allow the students to interact with 
text appropriately (Nichols et al., 1996).  This research along with many others provides the 
evidence that there is a need to identify the instructional strategies that are effective for all types 
of learners and learner needs.  Research indicates that student achievement is many times 
dependent on the teacher’s belief system and perceptions (Read, 1999); communication 
within the classroom (Aydogan, 2008); student cultural background (Barbarin & Aikens, 
2015); and teacher ability to adequately enable student engagement (Maulana, Opdenakker & 
Bosker, 2013).  Each of these factors are important to be considered when looking for the most 
effective instructional strategies for students who are at-risk of academic failure.   
 The following literature was examined through eight strands.  The strands are based on 
student achievement; instructional leader and teacher perceptions; strategies currently used for 
low-achievers; and socioeconomic background of students, instructional leaders, and teachers.   
Literature Search Procedures 
 The review of literature for this research was completed in various phases.  Dissertations 
concerning the topic of research were examined first through databases such as Google Scholar 
and ProQuest.  A search for educational journals and articles was then completed using online 
databases including JSTOR, ERIC, Google Scholar, and ProQuest.  Keywords such as 




status,” and “achievement and instructional strategies” were used to search for dissertations, 
peer-reviewed journals, and peer-reviewed journal articles.  To find studies concerning teacher 
and instructional leader perceptions of effective instructional strategies, keywords such as 
“teacher perceptions and effective instructional strategies,” “instructional leader perceptions and 
effective instructional strategies,” “teacher perceptions and low achievement,” and “instructional 
leader perceptions and low achievement” were used.  Using some of the information found 
within these searches, an instrument was discovered in a previous study that was modified to be 
used as the instrument for the current study.  At the conclusion of the literature search procedure 
a review of various dissertations, books, and articles was conducted to gain the current 
information. 
Background 
Educational policy in Georgia continues to rid the classroom of the flexibility for teachers 
to use their intuition and life skills to assist students in learning.  There is no time for trial-and-
error methods when it comes to student achievement.  Teachers must be able to teach the grade 
level content in less than a full school year while making sure that each child is successful.  
Teaching to each child’s needs can sometimes become laborious when each student is on a 
different level of learning.  Before the researcher could analyze the issues within curriculum and 
instruction, the researcher began with the struggle of educational policy within the United States 
as a whole.  The Sputnik challenge in the late 1950s from Russia caused the United States to feel 
threatened by the growing success of other countries (Bybee, 1997).  The questions began 
surfacing asking how and why Russia was able to issue such a challenge before the United States 
if, in fact, the United States was the leading country in education and technology (Bybee, 1997).  




Commission on Excellence in Education during the Reagan administration, which caused 
concern to grow.  The publication discussed whether the educational system of the United States 
was addressing the need for and developing quality employees for a competing workforce (A 
Nation at Risk, 1983).  A Nation at Risk quantified the United States’s educational presence as 
mediocre stating that “[o]ur society and its educational institutions seem to have lost sight of the 
basic purposes of schooling, and of the high expectations and disciplined effort needed to attain 
them” (A Nation at Risk, 1983).  After becoming aware of the state of education in the United 
States, the education system began to be analyzed more and more by citizens who were looking 
for cures.  This publication, along with publications such as Waiting for Superman, gave growing 
concern for the United States’s education system as compared to other countries around the 
world (Ladd, 2012).  The response of the national government to these publications came about 
as a search for initiatives that would help to instill accountability within each state for the 
mediocrity that was increasingly becoming visible.  The national government began to create 
goals and promote standards-based reform.  Policies of accountability began with the federal 
initiative, Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965 under President Lyndon B. 
Johnson to provide resources to low-income students in addition to resources that were already 
present using federal grants and scholarships.  No Child Left Behind (NCLB), which was an 
approach that was test-based (Ladd, 2012) was initiated in 2001 to add new measures to ESEA.  
NCLB increased competition within schools by expanding school choice (Ladd, 2012).  The 
2002 NCLB Act was signed into law to improve and measure student progress.  Some of the 
requirements of the act included: States must develop a set of standards for teaching; states must 
develop and/or require tests to measure progress; and school systems must set targets for success 




research concerning the high-stakes testing required by the NCLB Act found that having these 
accountability policies that included high-stakes testing was related to lower outcomes (Baker & 
Johnston, 2010).  The reauthorization of ESEA as Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) in 2015 
was said to replace NCLB giving states more flexibility to set appropriate goals based on need.  
Each reauthorization of the federal initiatives has had a goal of improving the opportunities 
within education for all students especially those from lower-income households.   
Review of the Literature Strands 
Student Achievement 
Student achievement varies from student to student and age to age because of various 
factors such as motivation, teacher expectations, socio-economic status, gender, race, and 
classroom environment (Blanchard & Muller, 2015; Daane, Beirne-Smith, & Latham, 2000; 
Fletcher, Grimley, Greenwood, & Parkhill, 2012; Maulana et al., 2013; Murphy, 2010; Read, 
1999; Tulbure, 2012).  Student achievement varies within each classroom and each school 
environment and can be affected by teacher judgements (Machts, Kaiser, Schmidt, & Moller, 
2016).  The presence of various factors such as intrinsic and extrinsic factors can be predictors of 
success for students (Ensign & Woods, 2014).  These predictors include such factors as student 
goal-setting, student self-image and level of commitment, quality of instruction, faculty-student 
interaction, student-student collaboration, and quality of environment (Ensign & Woods, 
2014; Langer, 2000).  Students’ achievement, behavior, and self-esteem are directly affected by 
teacher expectations (Daane et al., 2000).  All students have unique needs affecting student 
achievement in which the students require unique teaching techniques (Ensign & Wood, 2014).  
The teachers must take the time to get to know their students.  As cited by Brown (2016), “[i]f 




learning will occur” (p 102).  Learner-centered teachers pay attention to what students know 
about the concepts and their culture and use it to enhance the learning (Brown, 2016).  Teachers 
who exhibit an interest in the students’ needs and their academic understanding will develop a 
positive relationship by using the information to make decisions about future lesson planning.  
The sooner a teacher develops a positive relationship with the students, the less likely it will 
decline over time (Maulana, Opdenakker, & Bosker, 2013).   
Student achievement is also affected by the composition of the classroom.  To increase 
student success there must be a balanced student population (Fletcher et al., 2012). Achievement 
is connected to how the teacher chooses various instructional strategies to match the student 
population.  Effective differentiation of teaching strategies to increase student achievement, 
not only includes the concentration on learning styles of the students but includes more of the 
students’ characteristics such as interests of the student, student background, and teacher 
profiles to meet the students’ learning needs (Tulbure, 2012).  However, Aydogan (2008) found 
that even though teachers establish communication in the classroom with consideration of 
student characteristics, using these when assessing students is not effective. Academic outcomes 
increase where the classrooms have a plethora of resources and where teachers have high 
expectations of their students and are consistently prepared with adequate plans (Barbarin & 
Aikens, 2015).  Based on the inclusion model which can be used in all classrooms, an increased 
variety of modalities such as listening to music, painting, drawing, including children’s 
literature in all subject areas is a strategy that allows teachers to speak to each student and their 






Student Low Achievement: Facts and Figures 
 Research concerning students who are academically disadvantaged indicates that low-
socioeconomic backgrounds, minorities, and low parent involvement in education are high 
contributors to the students’ educational status (Kaufman, Bradby, & Owings, 1992; Baker & 
Johnston, 2010).  As these are high contributors to the educational status of many students, 
teachers must still realize that the influence of their planning and attention to how the students 
are taught, including the instructional strategies used, are important in decreasing the number of 
students at-risk of academic failure because, according to Read (1999), there has been an 
increase in the number of students at-risk of academic failure.  The population of students who 
are characterized as at-risk for failure in school ranges from 10%-25% which is said to be very 
conservative (Kaufman et al., 1992).  Student achievement scores are gained using such 
assessments as The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), state high-stakes tests 
such as the Georgia Milestones, and various grade-level student learning objective tests given 
statewide.  The data gained from these tests are compiled to give achievement scores for each 
student then analyzed based on various types of demographic information.  Data have shown that 
the percentage of African-American or Black and Hispanic students within schools using high-
stakes testing is higher than at schools without high-stakes testing along with data indicating that 
the percentage of students in households of lower income are also within the states that use high-
stakes testing as a mode of assessment (Baker & Johnston, 2010).  These results may indicate 
that socio-economic status (SES) may have an impact on student learning (Baker & Johnston, 
2010).  Hispanics have been found to drop out of school earlier than black and white students 
who have been found to leave after tenth grade (Kaufman et al., 1992).  This fact may indicate 




longitudinal data are focused greatly on high school years past the grade level of drop-out for this 
minority (Kaufman et al., 1992).  The substantial increase in the percentage of minorities within 
the American school system expected before the year 2020 could indicate an increase in the 
percentage of students who are at-risk of school failure unless great improvements are made in 
the lives of these children (Kaufman et al., 1992).  Research shows that students who have less 
economic support in the home achieve at or below grade level which forces schools to work 
harder to develop strategies and programs in the areas of lower SES to help students achieve 
more (Baker & Johnston, 2010).   
Factors Contributing to Student Low Achievement 
 In many instances, factors thought to contribute to student low achievement are identified 
poorly.  The matching of instructional strategies to student need is sometimes found to be 
completed by matching teaching style to student learning style.  This may not actually be the 
case because many times students only pose the need for teaching styles to match their learning 
or personality needs not their learning styles (Tulbure, 2012).  The link between student attitude 
and teacher engagement where there is a low classroom climate can lead to a decline in 
motivation which is a factor in student achievement (Maulana et al., 2013).  Teachers must be 
willing to make at least minor adjustments to instructional strategies for low-achieving students 
(Bender, Vail, & Scott, 1995).  Factors associated with academic failure include attending a 
school with a large minority population, coming from single-parent families, being older than the 
peer group, frequently changing schools, having parents who are not as involved in academics or 
school activities, parental low expectations, grade retention, low achievement in math or reading, 
not completing homework, being unprepared, tardiness and absences from class, passive 




being an underachiever (Read, 1999: Kaufman et al., 1994).  Students from these situations must 
be resilient.  Students with high resiliency exude personal traits and characteristics that help 
improve the at-risk behaviors (Read, 1999).  High resiliency is usually an indicator of high 
motivation to succeed along with increases in attitudes that will increase achievement. 
 Lewis (2008) stated that the quality of teaching received by students of minority or low-
income families has the largest effect on those students’ achievement (as cited in Murphy, 2010).  
Immigrant and language minority students are sometimes viewed as less capable academically as 
many of these students are enrolled in lower-level courses and/or are scheduled to be in the 
classrooms of less-experienced teachers who have low expectations (Blanchard & Muller, 2015) 
which will exude an attitude of low expectations within the students for themselves.  This belief 
will lower achievement rates among these students.  As Barbarin & Aikens (2015) stated, many 
classrooms with students classified to be of low socioeconomic status consistently use drill and 
practice, fewer higher-order thinking skills, and less hands-on activities.  Many times the 
poorest students usually attend the schools lacking in resources to help them turn around the 
cycle of poverty and lack of education (Barbarin & Aikens, 2015).  Lower academic 
expectations, less aspirations to grow, and less opportunities for higher-order thinking challenges 
contribute to low achievement of students who are already at-risk of academic failure.  Learning 
at home may be more difficult for students of low socioeconomic status and/or of minority 
families because of lack of resources so these students must become active participants in their 
learning at school and at home to make learning enjoyable and have a lasting effect (Fletcher et 
al., 2012). 
 As many students progress through school in the upper elementary levels, progress within 




content such as reading, teachers sometimes decrease the amount of group reading within the 
classroom (Fletcher et al, 2012).  Without strategies such as this and peer discussion of texts, 
deep understanding of the material may be lost.  Less critical analysis of texts may contribute to 
the lack of progress in achievement (Fletcher et al., 2012).   
Socioeconomic Background and Student Achievement 
The effects of socioeconomic background on student achievement continue to be a source 
of research across disciplines.  In many instances, students of similar SES background attend 
schools together.  Barbarin and Aikens (2015) state that schools that have enrollments that are 
primarily poorer students may have a higher rate of learning disabilities and skill limitations.  As 
such, these schools commonly have classrooms with high concentrations of minorities and 
poorer students causing the schools to be considered at-risk with lower reading levels after first 
grade (Barbarin & Aikens, 2015).   
Students identify with classroom teachers who understand their culture and 
background.  As cited by Morris (2005), cultural capital is defined by Bourdieu as an important 
piece of understanding social class and background.  Cultural capital is defined as the ties 
between social status and certain cultural tastes, preferences, skills, and knowledge (Morris, 
2005).  The cultural capital of poorer students is often what impedes their successes in the school 
context (Morris, 2005).  Inequality can be reproduced by the relationship between cultural capital 
and race, and class and gender within students who feel out of place in schools (Morris, 2005).  
Within Morris’s study of discipline, perceptions of Latino boys were oppositional and possibly 
dangerous while White and Asian students who were of low socioeconomic status were not seen 
as negatively as the Latino and African American students (Morris, 2005).  Morris (2005) found 




Latino boys who were disciplined.  As cited in a study by O’Shea, Booth, Barbieri, McGinn, 
Young, & Oyer (2016), low-achieving students have a higher appraisal of their abilities than 
high-achieving students but low-achieving students rated their academic interest level as low.  
Many times this misconception of student aspirations may cause student motivation to decrease 
when teachers do not perceive them as equal to other cultures.   
As cited in Pinto, Caramelo, Coimbra, Terrasca, & Agrusti (2016), educational access 
and quality must be examined for students who are at-risk.  Students who have dropped out of 
regular education or continue to be in regular education and continue to have low achievement 
usually have difficulty understanding and completing complex tasks (Pinto et al., 2016).  Does 
this difficulty in understanding cause teachers to give low-achievers less complex work with no 
belief that they will be able to achieve the complex work?  Teacher conviction that students can 
learn is one of the leading indicators of student motivation (Barbarin & Aikens, 2015), so 
giving less complex work could cause students to be less motivated.  If teachers believe SES is a 
factor predicting a student’s academic outcomes, the teachers may not believe that any 
preparation for class will help those students improve.  This causes feelings of inadequacy for the 
teachers which lead to less effort and lower student achievement (Auwarter & Aruguete, 2008).  
Lower teacher expectations of the students can also lower teachers’ determination in helping the 
students (Murphy, 2010).  In a study by Auwarter & Aruguete (2008), teachers rated students of 
low SES as having less promising futures.  Facing an increased number of academic failures 
increases the likelihood of students to develop low academic beliefs along with low motivation 
and interest (O’Shea et al., 2016).  This could develop educational issues later on even deciding 
to or not to go to college causing students to ask questions such as, ‘Am I able to learn if they 




showing the students that they have the potential to grow as much as students who are high-
achievers. 
Strategies in Working with Low-Achieving Students 
Instructional leaders and teachers must find ways to appeal to the learner’s need for 
motivation to assist in increasing achievement levels for low-achievers.  A good social climate 
within the classroom allows for higher student interest and learning ability (Maulana et al., 
2013).  In many instances, teachers are asked to follow scripted delivery models as the primary 
strategy for the classroom in various subjects, but, according to research by Duffy (1993), for 
learning to occur during complex learning tasks, teachers should not be required to follow 
directions based on a well-developed set of instructions when teaching students.  Teachers must 
be able to come away from the traditional instructional models and move toward more diverse 
instructional models (Duffy, 1993).  Although all teachers must use what is needed for their 
specific students, meaningful guided practice is beneficial because students may need 
individual assistance as they learn new techniques (Nichols et al., 1996).  
Effective strategies for various types of learners continue to be researched including the 
findings of Madrid, Canas, & Watson (2003) in which learning strategies vary based on the race, 
culture, and grade level of the learner.  Strategies such as peer tutoring can be used for 
bilingual students.  Both active and passive models of peer tutoring have been found effective 
over teacher-directed models of instruction (Madrid et al., 2003).  To gain positive effects on 
learning outcomes and attitudes toward learning, teachers must be able to plan lessons that are 
built upon effective instructional strategies based on each type of learning need for each student 
(Tulbure, 2012).  Effective teachers are able to ensure mastery of a skill which can be transferred 




Teachers must continue to increase their knowledge about effective strategies and methods to be 
able to better understand their value (Nichols et.al., 1996).   
Research indicates that instructional strategies vary based on personalities of teachers and 
needs of students.  School experiences for poorer children result differently than others because 
of the quality of instructional interactions, teaching practices, and curricula (Barbarin & Aikens, 
2015).  Along with the struggle to find effective instructional strategies based on student culture 
at home, the teachers must pay close attention to learning styles and academic needs.  Learning 
styles are a consistent research topic indicating that students learn best based on their individual 
style of learning (Pashler et al., 2009).  When asked, students will express learning preferences 
in how they would rather be taught (Pashler et al., 2009).  Sometimes just asking the students 
gives the students more ownership in their learning.  Along with the various learning styles, 
students have indications of the need for motivation based on interest, self-efficacy, and 
engagement. Motivating students to learn is a challenge of many teachers.  Strategies can change 
as the students’ grade level and content retention increase (Fletcher et al., 2012).  Classrooms 
with opportunities for active engagement give better academic outcomes for students of low 
socioeconomic status (SES) (Barbarin & Aikens, 2015).  Usually classrooms which are filled 
with students of low SES rely highly on drill and practice and rote memorization (Barbarin & 
Aikens, 2015).  Teachers must find effective instructional strategies that influence students of 
low SES toward achievement.  Direct instruction is the most common strategy used for at-risk 
students, but teachers must actually be able to focus more on strategies that ensure authentic 
learning which will include relating material to students’ cultures and to real-life applications 
instead (Read, 1999).  Direct instruction and workbooks have been found to be very ineffective 




coincide with student interest, achievement should improve.  Nichols et al. (1996) emphasized 
Langer’s (2000) study concerning teachers in high-performing schools who provided practice 
and application of various skills and strategies in simulated activities and situations.  Because of 
this study, Nichols et al. (1996) stated that teachers must be able to help the students understand 
the use of certain strategies in various situations in learning.  Without student understanding of 
the strategy, the strategy is useless.  Strategies chosen within the classroom must be rehearsed 
with no external pressures such as testing and time so that the strategies will be useful with 
lasting impacts (Nichols et al., 1996). 
Educator Demographic Influence on Student Achievement 
In many instances, cultural biases based on one’s cultural background are a measurement 
factor of how others are influenced and/or judged.  Within a study of discipline based on race, 
gender, and social class, Morris (2005) stated that his biases based on his background may have 
caused misinterpretations of the data where if he were a nonwhite woman he may have collected 
different data.  Campbell (1967) explained that teachers are not aware of their cultural biases.  
When performance levels of students are known by other students or teachers, the performance 
level of the cultural group can be generalized based on one score according to stereotypes 
formed from outside group opinions (Campbell, 1967).  Teachers may not be able to connect 
with students of cultural backgrounds other than their own because they do not understand the 
students’ cultures and cannot connect with them (Blanchard & Muller, 2014).  With less 
familiarity, teacher perceptions will be based on status according to language-minority, 
immigrants, or previously formed stereotypes (Blanchard & Muller, 2014) not academic ability.  
With this knowledge, the concern becomes that teacher perceptions of academic ability may 




Instructional Leader Perceptions of Student Achievement 
Although research concerning instructional leader perceptions of student achievement is 
lacking compared to the research concerning teacher perceptions of student achievement, Read 
(1999) states that teacher beliefs and practices toward students at-risk of academic failure may be 
affected by the role of administrators in the school.  Along with this, much of the current 
research concerns the instructional leaders’ collaboration with teachers to increase student 
achievement.  Instructional leadership is one of the characteristics that define a successful school 
(Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2003).  To access high student achievement, the instructional 
leaders must know how to value and understand the people within the school to create successful 
learning environments (Waters et al., 2003; Fletcher et al, 2012).  Principals must have a 
foundational understanding of the teachers’ critical role in student motivation and engagement 
of all content areas (Fletcher et al, 2012).  With this understanding, educators must consistently 
analyze the frequency of instructional strategies such as those exhibiting higher-order thinking 
and student-led work to motivate the students. 
Brown (2016) stated that student achievement is greatly influenced by school leadership 
when leadership responsibilities are distributed across the school.  During a case study by Brown 
(2016), the principal described that the learning environment must be built based on the social 
norms of the students and the community in which they live.  With the use of these social 
norms, the basic premise of building student achievement is based on forming an inviting, warm 
environment where the instructional leader works for the teacher and the teacher works for the 
student (Brown, 2016).   
Change must be accepted to have a successful school.  Strategies and goals are met when 




high, this idea translates to the teachers as positive, and the teachers are able to accomplish goals 
for achievement (Fletcher et al, 2012).   
Teacher Perceptions of Student Achievement 
When teachers as a group believe student achievement can improve, they are able to 
approach more difficult situations in which they can be successful at raising achievement levels 
(Fletcher et al, 2012).  Educator perceptions of race, gender, and social class influence the 
teacher’s identification of students who lack cultural capital (Morris, 2005).  Students who lack 
the same social skills as those in a position of high race and class may not be able to measure up 
to teacher expectations (Morris, 2005).  Not only is teacher perception important concerning 
various student characteristics but also in the teacher’s perception of themselves and how they 
can have a positive effect (Fletcher et al, 2012).  If teachers believe they can impact student 
achievement they are able to work through difficult situations and run to the obstacles with the 
confidence that they will have an impact on a particular student’s achievement (Fletcher et al, 
2012).  High levels of self-perceptions have been a high motivator for all (Fletcher et al, 2012).  
Teachers with low self-efficacy use less effective instructional strategies than teachers who have 
more positive efficacy toward their effectiveness (Bender et al., 1995).   
The pressures teachers are feeling based on accountability measures influence how the 
teachers will evaluate their own class, finding students who are most likely to give the teachers 
higher growth scores (Aydogan, 2008).  Students who are known to have the ability to gain all 
knowledge that is expected within each grade level are the students that the teachers concentrate 
on, because they do not have time to continue to stop for a few who just do not ‘get it’ (Aydogan, 
2008).  Slowing down and/or coming to a stop for a few can be detrimental to the whole class 




students who have the potential to grow more throughout the year would be the students that 
teachers would put the most attention toward, but, according to recent research, teachers attend 
most to those students who scored the closest to a passing score the previous year (Minarechova, 
2012).  These students who score just under a passing score are classified as ‘bubble students.’  
A National Science Foundation study found that teachers admitted to spending more time with 
the students who were borderline than those who would definitely fail (Minarechova, 2012).  
According to research cited by Range, Holt, Pijanowski, and Young (2012) which was published 
by the National Center for Education Statistics in 2010, about 10% of kindergarten through 
eighth grade students have been retained at one time because of the high stakes testing and No 
Child Left Behind (NCLB). To decrease the amount of retention within the school, teachers 
believe that the best intervention is parent involvement with their struggling child (Range et al., 
2012).  Kaufman et al. (1992) discussed that students with parents who are less involved are 
forty percent more likely to achieve below grade level for both reading and math and are 
“…more than twice as likely to drop out of school as were children of parents with moderate 
involvement” (p.17).  Teachers perceive students who are not achieving at grade level to have 
either a lack of maturity or just cannot achieve at the same level as others (Range et al., 2012).  
Research completed by D. Solomon and L. Rosenberg (1964) concerning feedback by teachers, 
indicated that studies on small groups have shown that students who have high status in the 
classroom speak more than the students with low.  Students with high status within the classroom 
are not usually those included in the low achievement bracket.  Solomon and Rosenberg’s 
research (1964) indicated that teachers spend more time with students who speak up which 
causes issues of favoritism.  Factors that influence favoritism include social class, student 




(Aygodan, 2008).  Students who feel that they are not as well-liked by the teachers will not 
participate as much as those who see themselves as within those of high status among their 
classmates (Aygodan, 2008).  When students who speak up asking questions, making comments, 
answering teacher-guided questions seem as if they understand material, Aydogan (2008) cites 
that teachers often move on to the next concept.  Those who do not speak up with questions 
showing their lack of comprehension are usually not the majority and seem to hide behind those 
who do speak up then fall behind in achievement.  Teachers who have high perceptions of 
student work ethic and ability commonly push students to high-level courses and/or high-level 
achievement in regular education courses (Blanchard & Muller, 2015).  Barbarin & Aikens 
(2015) stated that teacher conviction and belief that students can achieve may be more important 
than advanced degrees because the teachers with that conviction and belief are the teachers who 
persist until the student achieves.  Teachers perceiving students as being hard-working help the 
students improve academically (Blanchard & Muller, 2015) whereas the more the teachers 
criticize the students for being less successful, the student motivation is broken and they begin 
to avoid the teachers (Aydogan, 2008).  Students are less likely to advance in various subjects 
when students believe that teachers view them as unsuccessful and motivation decreases 
(Blanchard & Muller, 2015).  
High motivation and engagement are cited to be imparted by positive teacher 
perceptions (Blanchard & Muller, 2015).  Giving students work that challenges them to feel 
success will implement high motivation within the students.  The research by Auwarter & 
Aruguete (2008) indicated a correlation between SES and teacher perception.  Teacher 
perception of student ability as stated in research by Diamond and Spillane (2004), may cause 




student success is predetermined by factors such as SES that are beyond the teachers’ control (as 
cited in Auwarter & Aruguete, 2008).  A teacher’s belief system about individual students 
informs the decisions they make in how to structure lesson plans (Read, 1999).  The beliefs the 
teachers hold relate to their perceptions of the students which can affect student behaviors (Read, 
1999).   
Teacher experience has been found to be an indicator of student success.  Highly-
experienced and mature teachers are usually assigned high-performing students in response to 
allowed preference because of their increased years of experience (Barbarin & Aikens, 2015).  
Many times the novice and less experienced teachers are often given the classes with the students 
who are making less progress which are classes that no one else wants to risk teaching (Barbarin 
& Aikens, 2015).  These are the students who obviously need someone with tried and true 
techniques under their belt, so shouldn’t the struggling students have the more experienced 
teachers?  Low student achievement allows for feelings of inadequacy among teachers.  Highly 
experienced teachers may not choose to teach low-achievers because of fear of failure.  Teaching 
higher performing students gives the teachers a sense of success when there is evidence of 
success within the students (Barbarin & Aikens, 2015).  Does this fear of failure cause the 
teachers to give up quicker with low-achieving students?  Based on the research concerning 
teacher perceptions and SES along with the research stating students in lower SES homes are 
more likely to be those students who are identified as at-risk of failure, this is a great indicator 
that we must find instructional strategies most effective for those groups.       
Implications of the Literature Review towards this Study 
 Based on the research concerning assisting low-achievers, the literature review revealed 




Muller, 2015; Brown, 2016; Daane et al., 2000; Ensign & Woods, 2014; Fletcher et al., 2012; 
Langer, 2000; Machts et al., 2016; Maulana et al., 2013; Murphy, 2010; Read, 1999; Tulbure, 
2012); ); student low achievement facts and figures (Baker & Johnston, 2010; Kaufman et al., 
1992; Read, 1999); and factors contributing to student low achievement (Baker, 2006; Barbarin 
& Aikens, 2015; Bender et al., 1995; Blanchard & Muller, 2015; Fletcher et al., 2012; Kaufman 
et al., 1992; Murphy, 2010; Read, 1999).  Strategies found effective in working with low-
achieving students were also reviewed (Barbarin & Aikens, 2015; Duffy, 1993; Fletcher et al., 
2012; Madrid et al., 2003; Maulana et al., 2013; Nichols et al., 1996; Pashler et al., 2009; Read, 
1999;).  Student socioeconomic background and achievement was examined together along with 
how educators’ demographics affect student achievement (Auwarter & Aruguete, 2008; Barbarin 
& Aikens, 2015; Blanchard & Muller, 2014; Campbell, 1967; Morris, 2005; O’Shea et al., 2016; 
Pinto et al., 2016).  Along with studies concerning student low achievement and factors affecting 
student achievement, the literature review examined research concerning instructional leader and 
teacher perceptions of student achievement (Auwarter & Aruguete, 2008; Aydogan, 2008; 
Barbarin & Aikens, 2015; Bender et al., 1995; Blanchard & Muller, 2015; Brown, 2016; Fletcher 
et al., 2012; Minarechova, 2012; Morris, 2015; Range et al., 2012; Read, 1999; Solomon & 
Rosenberg, 1964; Waters et al., 2003).  Each of these literature strands indicated a need for 
further research in finding the most effective instructional strategies for low-achieving students.  
Within each strand, attention was paid to how the factors affecting achievement in turn affected 
students with low achievement.   
 Based on the literature review for this study, the problem affecting low-achieving 
students resides in understanding how to best instruct the students presently affected by the 




previous studies highlights the need for understanding instructional strategies that are the most 
effective for students who are attending a school with a large minority population, coming from 
single-parent families, being older than the peer group, frequently changing schools, having 
parents who are not as involved in academics or school activities, parental low expectations, 
grade retention, low achievement in math or reading, not completing homework, being 
unprepared, tardiness and absences from class, passive teachers, being inattentive and disruptive 
during class, and gaining the teacher’s perception of being an underachiever (Kaufman et al., 
1994; Read, 1999:).  Students such as this are consistently at-risk of academic failure which 
poses a need for further research.  This study examined instructional leader and teacher 
perceptions of the most effective instructional strategies in raising achievement levels of students 
who exhibit these factors so that more of those strategies can be implemented within each 
classroom.  These data contributed to present literature in that the data were indicators of 
possible success in students who rarely have the feeling of success throughout their academic 
careers.  This research could assist in raising achievement levels and lowering the dropout rate 
for higher grades.  A list of effective instructional strategies perceived by instructional leaders 
and teachers as effective for low-achievers was evident at the conclusion of this study.   
Summary  
 Through review of the current literature concerning student achievement according to 
various strategies teachers use, socioeconomic background, and instructional leader and teacher 
perceptions, much information was gained regarding the influences these factors have on the 
achievement of students at-risk of academic failure.  Ultimately, collaboration of teachers, 
principals, assistant principals, and academic coaches must occur in reflection of data to improve 




Collaboration, along with additional professional development, will help ensure an increase in 
the value of learning.  Continued, value-rich professional development is important to give 
teachers frequent opportunities to understand new pedagogical practices that make a difference 
in raising student achievement (Fletcher et al., 2012).  We, as educators, want to make sure we 







 The methodology for this research is outlined in this chapter to exhibit how the collected 
data was used to answer the proposed research questions.  The methodology was initiated to 
analyze survey responses concerning instructional leaders’ and teachers’ perceptions of 
instructional methods that are most effective for low-achievers.  A quantitative approach was 
identified to produce results that contribute to the present literature concerning effective 
instructional strategies for low-achievers.   
Research Questions 
1.)    What are the effective instructional strategies of assisting low-achievers as perceived by 
instructional leaders in school? 
2.)    What are the effective instructional strategies of assisting low-achievers as perceived by 
teachers in school? 
3.)    Are there any significant differences in effective instructional strategies of assisting low-
achievers as perceived by instructional leaders and teachers? 
4.)    Do demographics of instructional leaders and teachers make any significant difference in 
their perceptions of effective strategies in assisting low-achievers in school? 
Research Context/Setting 
The research was set in two school districts in northwest Georgia consisting of nineteen 
elementary schools and seven middle schools.  Survey responses were collected from 
instructional leaders within the nineteen elementary schools and seven middle schools along with 





This study employed a descriptive design with a causal comparative nature.  A 
quantitative research approach was used to analyze data gathered through surveys of 
instructional leaders and teachers.  The perceptions of instructional leaders and teachers 
concerning the instructional strategies to assist low-achievers were compared.  Using a 
quantitative approach allowed for a sample of the population to be studied placing a numerical 
value on the perceptions of the samples (Hopkins, 2008).  This numerical value was used to see 
if there is a difference between the instructional leaders’ and teachers’ perceptions of what 
strategies work best for low-achievers.  
Participants 
         Instructional leaders and teachers from two school districts within northwest Georgia 
were surveyed.  Within these school districts there were nineteen elementary schools and seven 
middle schools.  The demographics of the two systems allowed for a diverse student population 
in the study.  All of the instructional leaders in all of the elementary and middle schools in the 
two districts and teachers who teach students within grades 4-8 in those same schools were 
invited to be surveyed based on the common academic development of the students within these 
grade levels.  As cited by McMillan, Reed, and Bishop (2004), students as early as third grade 
can be identified as students who will not complete their education based on grade retention and 
low reading level.  Students within 4th-8th grades are at the mid-point of their education in P-12 
where perceptions of instructional leaders and teachers may greatly affect achievement and 
graduation rates (McMillan et al., 2004).  Student academic achievement in the middle grades is 
the basis for academic development later (Joo, Seo, Joung, & Lee, 2012).  The research 




nineteen elementary schools and seven middle schools which encompass a wide range of 
teachers including regular education, special education, teachers of gifted students, English as a 
Second Language teachers, and Early Intervention Program teachers.  A survey (Appendix A) 
was distributed to approximately 320 teachers and approximately 75 instructional leaders 
throughout two counties within northwest Georgia.  The survey (Appendix A) was online with a 
survey link that was distributed to the instructional leaders and teachers via email with 
subsequent reminders through email thereafter.  This means of distribution allowed the 
instructional leaders and teachers to take the survey on their own time with no existing pressures. 
Survey Instrument 
 For the current study, perceptions of instructional leaders and teachers concerning how to 
assist low-achievers were measured using a self-constructed, self-administered web-based survey 
as displayed in Appendix A.  This survey instrument was modified from A National Survey of 
Instruction in Secondary Art Education constructed by Dr. David Burton, a professor at Virginia 
Commonwealth University.  A request was sent to Dr. Burton for permission to use this 
instrument for this study.  The instrument was first used in a 1999 national study of secondary art 
education.  Dr. David Burton originally constructed his survey instrument based on his own 
experiences, current literature at the time, and conversations with teachers.  The insight for the 
format of the survey was solicited from the 1997 National Assessment for Education Progress 
(NAEP) art education assessment.  In establishing the validity of the instrument, Dr. Burton 
invited six art teachers to serve as a panel of judges.  The contents and language of the drafted 
instrument were closely examined by the panel of judges to ensure clarity and no 
misinterpretation.  Dr. Burton took a practical approach to verify the reliability of his instrument 




national study academically recognized with careful sampling of participants and data collection 
and analysis.  The survey instrument was proven capable of collecting the needed data for such a 
significant study.  The instrument was later popularly used by other scholars of educational 
studies (Burton, 2018).  
The modified questionnaire included the original structure of the frequency of various 
instructional strategies and the effectiveness of instructional strategies concerning Motivating 
and Inspiring, Demonstrating, Questioning Strategies, Closure, Electronic Technology, and 
Assessment.  The format of the questionnaire kept a 5-point Likert-type scale as the original to 
measure the degree of strategy use and strategy effectiveness.  The language of the original 
survey was kept in its original tone to retain its’ validity.  Since this study was concerned with 
overall achievement of low-achievers, a few survey items relating specifically to art education 
were excluded in the modification.  Within Part B Item 1 concerning frequency of various 
teaching strategies/styles, the sub-item concerning exploration of materials and techniques was 
excluded.  ‘Learning elements of art and principles of design’ along with ‘visiting artists’ and 
‘learning about art history and art criticism’ which are specific only for art were excluded within 
Part B Item 2 surveying strategies effective in motivating and inspiring.  Within the same item of 
motivating and inspiring, modifications were made to the language of ‘working with a wide 
variety of media and processes’ to express ‘working with a wide variety of modes and practices’ 
and ‘learning about the art of other cultures’ to ‘incorporation of other cultures into curriculum’ 
so that the sub-items would be more explicit to classroom teaching.  ‘Journal writing’ was an 
addition to the same item of motivating and inspiring as a possible strategy used.  When 
designing Part B Item 3 regarding instructional strategies for demonstration of concepts and 




make practice piece.’  ‘Activating strategy’ was included in the sub-item ‘Anticipatory 
set/Review’ as clarifying language for the participants within the questioning strategy category 
along with the inclusion of ‘…through open-ended questioning’ to ‘check for understanding’ to 
help clarify the language of the sub-item for participants.  Two items, Part B Items 11 and 12, 
regarding the frequency of electronic technology and the frequency of student assessment or 
evaluation use in teaching within the original survey instrument were modified to reflect the 
effectiveness of instructional strategies using various electronic technology and effectiveness of 
various assessment strategies in teaching.  The exclusion of sub-items ‘administrative duties, 
such as roll’ and ‘lesson/unit planning and preparation’ from Part B Item 11 was based on the 
lack of relevance to the current research.  Examples of electronic tools, Clickers and ActiVotes, 
for ‘assessment and grading’ were included in Part B Item 11 Sub-item C to clarify possible 
technology available for that strategy.  ‘Computer-assisted technology, such as YouTube and 
TeacherTube’ was included within the item surveying effectiveness of electronic technology.  
Modifications were made to the ‘direct observation of art work’ and ‘art exhibition’ within the 
assessment item to exclude the word ‘art’ so the sub-item could reflect responses concerning all 
concepts.  The modifications along with the inclusions of the original items resulted in a survey 
of instructional leaders and teachers titled ‘Survey of Strategies to Enhance Student 
Achievement’ including 107 required responses along with a sub-item within each item that was 
open-ended allowing participants to add other instructional strategies if needed (Appendix A).  
Since the modified survey maintained its original 5-point scale, the same tone in language 
delivery, and the same subsets of instructional strategy organization, the modified survey 
instrument was not varying significantly from the original that an exemption of validity and 




with permission from each system’s central office for use of sending the web link.  Within the 
email, there was a letter for each participant informing them of the study’s purpose and the 
participants’ value for the study and a consent form.  A follow-up email was sent within a few 
days of the first email to ensure a higher percentage of respondents (Umbach, 2004). 
Data Collection Procedures 
 The study was subject to approval by various Instructional Review Boards (IRB) 
including Kennesaw State University, Dalton State College (the institute where the researcher is 
employed), and the two school districts in which the research was conducted.  With all the 
approvals completed, the data collection process included data gathered from instructional 
leaders and teachers from two school districts within two counties in northwest Georgia.  
Procedures were in an anonymous manner through a survey link given to the instructional 
leaders and teachers.  The instructional leaders and teachers received the survey link through 
email addresses supplied by the school system.  As the surveys were submitted, the data were 
compiled into an Excel spreadsheet by the researcher and analyzed through a statistical analysis 
software, specifically Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). The data collection was 
kept confidential and the anonymity of the instructional leaders and teachers was maintained 
throughout the study.   
Method of Data Analysis 
 The data were gathered to seek answers to the stated research questions.  Through a 
quantitative research method, the data were analyzed using descriptive statistics to find existing 
relationships among variables.  The data from the surveys were manually compiled by the 
researcher into an Excel spreadsheet and analyzed through a statistical analysis software, SPSS.  




exhibited using descriptive statistics.  Descriptive statistics of means and standard deviations 
were used to present instructional leader and teacher responses to the survey questions.  By using 
t-tests, the researcher was able to find significant differences between the perceptions of 
instructional leaders and teachers obtained from the survey responses.    
Research Question 1 and Research Question 2.  What are the effective instructional 
strategies of assisting low-achievers as perceived by instructional leaders in school?  What are 
the effective instructional strategies of assisting low-achievers as perceived by teachers in 
school?  The researcher used descriptive statistics of means and standard deviations to analyze 
the survey data, respectively, for instructional leaders and teachers.  Data analyses were 
performed by the total averages of each category of participants’ responses for the subsets of 
data to examine the extents of those responses. 
Research Question 3.  Are there any significant differences in effective instructional 
strategies of assisting low-achievers as perceived by instructional leaders and teachers?  With the 
significance level set at 0.05, the researcher used an independent sample t-test to analyze the data 
compiled from the survey responses of the instructional leaders and teachers.  Any significant 
differences in perceived effective instructional strategies for assisting low-achievers by 
instructional leaders and teachers were noted by the researcher. 
Research Question 4. Do demographics of instructional leaders and teachers make any 
significant difference in their perceptions of effective strategies in assisting low-achievers in 
school?  Again, with the significance level set at 0.05, the researcher used the one-way analysis 
of variance, ANOVA, to determine if any significant differences exist in the effect of 
demographics on instructional leader and teacher perceptions concerning effective strategies for 





 Limitations for this study included participants’ willingness to complete surveys, limited 
participant sample, and survey data from an online survey.  The survey was sent to the 
instructional leaders of the twenty-six schools along with the teachers who taught only 4th-8th 
grade students within the twenty-six schools.  The willingness of each of these instructional 
leaders and teachers was important to making sure there was a large enough size of participants 
for the research.  Limiting the survey participants to two school districts lessened the chance of 
gaining high quantities of data.  Less data to quantify could have led to limited results.  Many 
times email requests for data through an online survey is ignored as spam.  Internet questionnaire 
return rates are commonly low (Couper, 2005).  With this risk of low return rate, the researcher 
took care in sending individual reminders to all instructional leaders and teachers asked to 
participate in the survey. 
Summary 
 The methodology for this study was initiated to contribute to previous data concerning 
effective instructional strategies.  A researcher-modified survey instrument was used for data 
collection in this study.  Using the data from the survey questions, support for this study was 
gained through analysis of instructional leader and teacher perceptions of effective instructional 
strategies to assist low-achievers.  The quantitative methodology for the current research was 
designed to gather adequate data using means and standard deviations; independent sample t-
tests; and one-way analyses of variance. The goal of the methodology for the current study was 
to assist the researcher in compiling a list of instructional strategies that were perceived as most 




instructional strategies as perceived by instructional leaders and teachers for low-achievers, 








 The research findings concerning the perceptions of instructional leaders and teachers 
regarding the instructional strategies that are thought to be the most effective for low-achievers 
are discussed in this chapter.  Each of the research questions is addressed using the synthesis of 
data from a quantitative source.    
Participant Demographic Information 
 Two school systems within northwest Georgia were surveyed.  Each school system’s 
demographic information for fiscal year 2018 that includes enrollment by race/ethnicity and 
gender; enrollment by grade level; most current reported graduation rate; enrollment by 
disability; and statistics concerning free and reduced price lunch was gathered from the Georgia 
Department of Education website (2018).  These statistics are reported each school year within 
this website according to the October Full-time Equivalency (FTE) count.  The 2017 College and 
Career Ready Performance Index (CCRPI) for elementary and middle schools for each school 
system was also found at the same website which is reported at the completion of each school 
year.   
According to the gathered data, School System A has a total enrollment PK-12 of 7,440 
students while School System B has a total enrollment of 13,073 students.  Within this 
enrollment, School System A has 2,957 students enrolled in grades 4-8 which was 39.7% of the 
total enrollment.  The percentage of students enrolled in grades 4-8 in School System B was 
38.98% of the total enrollment which indicates there are 5,096 students enrolled in grades 4-8.  




when comparing the two school systems, the percentage of students within grades 4-8 in each 
system was approximately equal.  Based on these percentages, the current study concerned 
almost 40% of the enrollment for each system.  The percentage of free and reduced price lunch at 
School System A for Kindergarten through twelfth grade was 74.21% while School System B 
had 70.86% for Kindergarten through twelfth grade.  These percentages also indicate similarities 
in socioeconomic level of the school systems with School System A having an enrollment 
containing a slightly higher number of students living in a lower socioeconomic status.  The last 
reported graduation rates for these two school systems in 2015 show that School System A had a 
higher graduation rate of 89.3% compared to School System B with a 75.1% graduation rate.  
The CCRPI data for School System A indicate a score of 72.7 was gained for elementary schools 
and 78.2 was gained for middle schools.  These data show that the elementary schools for School 
System A gained 3.9 points in this score for English Language Learners (ELL) and Students with 
Disabilities (SWD) improved performance on the end of the year tests while the middle schools 
gained 2 performance points for these students within this score.  In comparison with School 
System A, School System B scored 72.5 for elementary schools and 73.3 for middle schools with 
2 of those points for elementary schools gained from performance of ELL/SWD students and 0.6 
of a point for middle schools.  Within this same CCRPI score, progress points are given based on 
student growth percentiles on end of the year tests compared to the test scores of the year before.  
School System A gained 32.6 progress points of the 72.7 score for elementary schools and 39 
progress points of the 78.2 score for middle schools.  For School System B, 34.5 points of the 
72.5 score for elementary schools and 36.3 points of the 73.3 score for middle schools was 
gained for progress points.  These 2017 CCRPI scores were compared to the state scores of 72.9 




The comparisons within the categories of ethnicity and race could only be made 
according to each system.  There was no report found that filters the data down to ethnicity and 
race by grade level.  In comparing ethnicity within the two systems, School System A reported 
1,844 students (24.78% of the total enrollment) enrolled to be Hispanic and School System B 
reported 5,640 students (43.14 % of the total enrollment) enrolled to be Hispanic.  Race within 
School System A was less diverse in that there were 5,474 students reporting to be White 
(73.58% of the total enrollment) and 59 students (less than 1% of the total enrollment) reporting 
as Multi-Racial.  The diversity in School System B was higher than School System A reporting 
41 students (less than 1% of the total enrollment) to be native Indian, 103 students as Asian (less 
than 1% of the total enrollment), 187 students (1.43% of the total enrollment) as Black, 6,690 
students to be White (51.18% of the total enrollment) and 405 reporting to be Multi-Racial 
(3.10% of the total enrollment).  The enrollment by disability could also only be compared by 
school system.  There was no report found that filters the data down to disability by grade level.  
School System A reported to have 736 students having a diagnosis for any disability (9.9% of the 
total enrollment) enrolled while School System B reported to have 1,686 students having a 
diagnosis for any disability (12.9% of the total enrollment) enrolled.  School System A was less 
diverse with a higher rate of students living within a lower socioeconomic status but has had a 






Demographic data for School System A and School System B 
Comparison by Enrollment and Graduation Rate 
 School System A School System B 
Total enrollment PK-12 7,440 13,073 
Enrollment grades 4-8 2,957 (39.7% of the total 
enrollment) 
5,096 (38.98% of the total 
enrollment) 
Free and reduced price lunch 74.21% 70.86% 
Graduation rate 89.3% 75.1% 
CCRPI data 
 School System A School System B 
Total CCRPI score: elementary 72.7 72.5 
Total CCRPI score: middle 78.2 73.3 
Ethnicity 
 School System A School System B 
Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish 
origin 
1,844 (24.78% of the total 
enrollment) 
5,640 (43.14% of the total 
enrollment) 
Not Hispanic, Latino, or 
Spanish origin 
5,596 (75.22% of the total 
enrollment) 
7,433 (56.86% of the total 
enrollment) 
Race 
 School System A School System B 
White 5,474 (73.58% of the total 
enrollment) 
6,690 (51.18% of the total 
enrollment) 
African American or Black 0 187 (1.43% of the total enrollment) 
Native Indian 0 41 (0.003% of the total enrollment) 
Asian 0 103 (0.007% of the total 
enrollment) 
Multi-Racial 59 (0.007% of the total enrollment) 405 (3.10% of the total enrollment) 
Diagnoses for Disabilities 
 School System A School System B 
Diagnoses for Disabilities 736 (9.9% of the total enrollment) 1,686 (12.9% of the total 
enrollment) 
 
The Quantitative Research Instrument 
 The design of the quantitative instrument was presented as an online survey through a 
web-link in SurveyMonkey.  The survey contained 22 items with 14 of these items having sub-
items each ranging from A-K resulting in 107 required responses (Appendix A).  Each item 
included a sub-item allowing the participants an opportunity to add other strategies they 
perceived as being seen/used or they perceived as effective for low-achievers.  A 5-point Likert-
type scale was used to accommodate participant responses.  This survey instrument was modified 
from A National Survey of Instruction in Secondary Art Education constructed by Dr. David 




instrument maintained its original 5-point Likert-type scale, the same tone in language delivery, 
and the same subsets of instructional strategy organization, the modified survey instrument did 
not vary significantly from the original that an exemption of validity and reliability recalculation 
was warranted.  The survey was entered into SurveyMonkey, a survey database that generates a 
web-link that can be sent to all invited participants allowing anonymity to be kept for the 
participants’ confidentiality.  The survey database compiled the data based on each item 
including filters to assist with data analysis.  The researcher gathered email addresses of the 
principals of the elementary and middle schools within the two school systems from the central 
offices of School Systems A and B.  The email with the consent forms and cover letter along 
with the online survey link was sent by the researcher to the principals asking the principals to 
send the link to all the assistant principals, the academic coaches, and all the teachers who teach 
a 4th-8th grader at any time during the day.  After seven days, the researcher sent an email as a 
reminder to the principals to send the email out to the other invited participants.   When two 
weeks had passed from the original date of delivery, the researcher sent an email to all of the 
instructional leaders including principals, assistant principals, and academic coaches of each 
elementary and middle school of the two systems to gain a larger sample size of instructional 
leaders.  The researcher then sent the reminder email to all teachers in each elementary and 
middle school within the two school systems.  The data were compiled by the researcher from 
SurveyMonkey into an Excel spreadsheet then transferred to Statistical Package for the Social 
Sciences (SPSS) for analysis using descriptive statistics.  When analyzing the data, the research 
quantified each response as 0 through 5 where a 0 represented ‘N/A (does not apply)’.  
Therefore, the midpoint of the statistics was 2.5 which indicated that if a mean score was higher 




indicate an association with negative perceptions.  Throughout data analysis, the open-ended 
responses within each item allowing for participants to add additional strategies were not 
included in the statistical calculations or discussed within the data because there were no 
additions made by participants that assisted in understanding the perceptions of effective 
instructional strategies.  Many of the open-ended responses were explanations as to why the item 
could not be answered by the participant.   
Demographic Description of Research Participants 
 Survey items in Part A focused on the participants’ demographic information including 
position, gender, race, ethnicity, highest degree earned, number of years’ experience in teaching 
and number of years’ experience in administration, along with identifying all grade levels the 
participants were teaching at the time the survey was taken.  Upon data analysis of the 
participant demographic information, the researcher found that participants were identified as 
eleven principals (5.64%), sixteen assistant principals (8.21%), and twelve academic coaches 
(6.15%) for a total of 39 instructional leaders, and one hundred fifty-seven teachers (80.51%) 
with one participant identifying with both an assistant principal and a teacher.  Of the survey 
participants, there were 29 males (14.87%) and 166 females (85.13%).  One hundred eighty-five 
(94.87%) of the participants were Caucasian or White, 1.03% (2) African American or Black, 
0.51% (1) American Indian or Alaska Native, and 3.59% (7) identified as Other.  There were no 
participants who identified themselves as Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, or Asian.  Ninety-seven 
percent (190) of the participants identified themselves as being Not Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish 
origin with 2.56% (5) identifying as Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin.  Within the survey item 
concerning the highest degree earned by the participants, 22.56% (44) indicated their highest 




Specialist (Ed.S.) degree, and 4.10% (8) Doctorate degree.  Each participant was to respond to 
the number of years they have taught.  Data analysis indicated that out of the 195 participants 67 
of them have taught ten years or less [33 (16.92%) teaching 1-5 years; 34 (17.44%) teaching 6-
10 years].  The other 128 participants have taught more than 10 years [39 (20%) have taught 11-
15 years; 39 (20%) have taught 16-20 years; and 50 (25.64%) have taught 21 or more years in 
education].  Among the 195 participants, 84.10% (164) have not had any experience in 
administration.  Data suggested that ten of the participants who were identified as principals, 
assistant principals, or academic coaches have had no experience in administration with three 
teachers who have had 1-5 years’ experience in administration.  Eighteen (9.23%) participants 
have had 1-5 years in administration, six (3.08%) have had 6-10, four (2.05%) have had 11-15, 
three (1.54%) have had 16-20, and there were no participants who have had 21 or more years’ 
experience in administration.  Concerning the survey item prompting the participants to identify 
the grade levels they were teaching at the time of the survey, the participants were asked to check 
all that apply. This denotes that the data could include participants who were teaching more than 
one grade level at the time of the survey.  The participants included teachers who were teaching 
any 4th-8th grade students.  This implies that they could teach more than one grade as a special 
education inclusion teacher, a teacher who teaches the gifted students, teachers within the Early 
Intervention Program and teachers who teach students identified as English Language Learners 
(EL).  The appointments of these teachers could also include moving from one grade level to 
another.  The survey participants who indicated they teach students in 4th grade included 29.74% 
(58) of the 195 surveyed.  Those who teach students within the 5th grade encompassed 27.18% 
(53) of those surveyed, 6th grade was 21.54% (42), 7th grade was 25.64% (50), and 8th grade was 




not currently teaching.  This indicates that five of the instructional leaders could have been 
teaching at the time the survey was taken.  (See Table 2.) 
Table 2 







  Frequency Percent of Total 
Instructional Leaders Principals 11 5.64 
 Assistant Principals 16 8.21 
 Academic Coaches 12 6.15 
Total  39 19.49 
Teachers   157 80.51 
Total participants  195 100.0 
Note. One participant identified as an assistant principal and a teacher.  The data was analyzed for this participant 
as a teacher. 
Gender 
  Frequency Percent of Total 
Males  29 14.87 
Females   166 85.13 
Total participants  195 100.0 
Race 
  Frequency Percent of Total 
Caucasian or White  185 94.87 
African American or Black  2 1.03 
Hawaiian or Pacific Islander  0 0 
Asian  0 0 
American Indian or Alaska Native  1 0.51 
Other   7 3.59 
Total participants  195 100.0 
Ethnicity 
  Frequency Percent of Total 
Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin  5 2.56 
Not Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin   190 97.44 
Total participants  195 100.0 
Highest Degree Earned 
  Frequency Percent of Total 
Bachelor  44 22.56 
Master’s  73 37.44 
Educational Specialist (Ed.S.)  70 35.90 
Doctorate  8 4.10 








Examination of Research Questions 
Research Question 1: What are the effective instructional strategies of assisting low-
achievers as perceived by instructional leaders in school? 
 To be able to understand the sample of instructional leaders, data analysis occurred 
within Part A Participant Demographic Data for instructional leaders only.  The researcher found 
Number of Years Teaching 
  Frequency Percent of Total 
1-5  33 16.92 
6-10  34 17.44 
11-15  39 20.00 
16-20  39 20.00 
21 or more  50 25.64 
Total participants  195 100.0 
Number of Years in Administration 
  Frequency Percent of Total 
0  164 84.10 
1-5  18 9.23 
6-10  6 3.08 
11-15  4 2.05 
16-20  3 1.54 
21 or more  0 0.00 
Total participants  195 100.0 
Note. Three teachers indicated they had 1-5 years’ experience in administration 
Grade Levels Currently Teaching 
  Frequency Percent of Total 
4th grade  58 29.74 
5th grade  53 27.18 
6th grade  42 21.54 
7th grade  50 25.64 
8th grade   45 23.08 
Not currently teaching  33 16.92 
Total participants  195 100.0 





that there were 39 participants that identified themselves as instructional leaders who were 
composed of principals, assistant principals, and academic coaches.  One of the 39 participants 
identified themselves as both an instructional leader and a teacher.  For data purposes, this 
participant was considered a teacher because of their 11-15 years’ experience in teaching and 
zero years’ experience in administration.  This gave the instructional leaders 38 participants in 
the data analysis.  There were 6 (15.8%) instructional leaders identifying as males and 32 
(84.2%) identifying as females.  Of the 38 instructional leaders, one indicated their race as 
African American or Black.  The rest (37 or 97.4%) indicated they were Caucasian or White.  
One instructional leader chose Hispanic as his/her ethnicity identification leaving 37 (97.4%) 
who chose ‘Not Hispanic, Latino, and Spanish origin’.  Seventy-one percent (27) of the 
instructional leaders’ highest degree earned was the Educational Specialist (Ed.S.) while 5 
(13.2%) had a Master’s degree and 5 (13.2%) had a Doctorate degree.  Only one instructional 
leader’s highest degree earned was a Bachelor degree.  More instructional leaders had 21 or more 
years of teaching experience [16 (42.1%)] than any other category within number of years’ 
experience in teaching.  The same number of instructional leaders had 6-10 and 11-15 years’ 
experience in teaching with 9 (23.7%) participants each.  Four instructional leaders had only 0-5 
years’ experience in teaching.  According to the survey item concerning years’ experience in 
administration, 10 (26.3%) of the instructional leaders indicated they have had zero years’ 
experience in administration, 15 (39.5%) have had 1-5 years, 6 (15.8%) have had 6-10 years, 4 
(10.5%) have had 11-15 years’ experience, and 3 (7.9%) have had 16-20 years’ experience in 
administration.  There were no instructional leaders that indicated they have had 21 or more 






Demographics of instructional leaders 
Gender 
  Frequency Percent of Total 
Males  6 15.8 
Females   32 84.2 
Total participants  38 100.0 
Race 
  Frequency Percent of Total 
Caucasian or White  37 97.4 
African American or Black  1 2.6 
Hawaiian or Pacific Islander  0 0 
Asian  0 0 
American Indian or Alaska Native  0 0 
Other   0 0 
Total participants  38 100.0 
Ethnicity 
  Frequency Percent of Total 
Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin  1 2.6 
Not Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin   37 97.4 
Total participants  38 100.0 
Highest Degree Earned 
  Frequency Percent of Total 
Bachelor  1 2.6 
Master’s  5 13.2 
Educational Specialist (Ed.S.)  27 71.1 
Doctorate  5 13.2 
Total participants  38 100.0 
Number of Years Teaching 
  Frequency Percent of Total 
1-5  0 0 
6-10  4 10.5 
11-15  9 23.7 
16-20  9 23.7 
21 or more  16 42.1 
Total participants  38 100.0 
Number of Years in Administration 
  Frequency Percent of Total 
0  10 26.3 
1-5  15 39.5 
6-10  6 15.8 
11-15  4 2.05 
16-20  3 1.54 
21 or more  0 0.00 




The evidence and findings to address Question One were found within Part B Survey 
Items 1-14.  Descriptive statistics of means and standard deviations were used to analyze the 
survey data for instructional leaders.   Data analysis was performed using the total averages of 
each category of participants’ responses for the subsets of data to examine extents of those 
responses.  Instructional leaders were given the same survey as teachers.  This allowed the 
researcher to analyze the same data for each group.  Data for logistical strategies and lesson 
planning along with frequency of assessment strategies was discussed for the instructional leader 
participants with the understanding that there could be misinterpretation of the data in whether 
the instructional leaders were responding to the sub-items as if discussing their own practices or 
practices of teachers within their building.   
How frequently do you use/see the following teaching strategies/styles for low-achievers? 
In terms of the frequency of use for various instructional strategies that instructional 
leaders have seen being used or used for low-achievers, data analysis of Part B Item 1 indicated 
that ‘Direct presentation’ (M=2.66, SD=1.169), ‘Small groups working together’ (M=3.29, 
SD=1.228), ‘Group discussions’ (M=2.95, SD=1.272), ‘Working with students one-on-one’ 
(M=2.71, SD=1.206), ‘Demonstration’ (M=2.74, SD=1.178), and ‘Computer-assisted 
instruction’ (M=3.03, SD=1.174) were seen by instructional leaders to have a higher frequency 
of use than ‘Students developing individual projects with a minimum of teacher influence’ 
(M=2.08, SD=0.969), ‘Portfolios’ (M=1.55, SD=0.891), and ‘Exploration of materials and 








Part B Item 1: Instructional leader perceptions concerning frequency of instructional strategies 
Instructional Strategy Mean Standard Deviation 
Direct presentation, such as lecture 2.66 1.169 
Small groups working together 3.29 1.228 
Group discussion/interactive dialogue 2.95 1.272 
Working with students one-on-one 2.71 1.206 
Students developing individual projects with a minimum of teacher influence 2.08 0.969 
Demonstration 2.74 1.178 
Portfolios 1.55 0.891 
Exploration of materials and techniques 2.42 1.154 
Computer-Assisted Instruction, such as videos, PowerPoint, etc. 3.03 1.174 
 
What instructional strategies have you found to be effective for MOTIVATING and INSPIRING 
low-achievers? 
 Data analysis of Part B Item 2 concerning effectiveness of various strategies to motivate 
and inspire low-achievers, instructional leaders exhibited a higher perception of effectiveness for 
working with a ‘Wide variety of media and processes’ (M=3.26, SD=1.032), ‘Developing 
technical skills’ (M=2.95, SD=1.114), ‘Developing creative expression and sensitivity’ (M=2.92, 
SD=1.024), ‘Field trips’ (M=2.76, SD=1.218), ‘Games and simulations’ (M=3.26, SD=1.057), 
and ‘Exhibiting student work’ (M=2.68, SD=1.016).  ‘Incorporation of other cultures into 
curriculum’ (M=2.58, SD=1.056) was only slightly higher than the mean of 2.5 indicating that 
less instructional leaders perceived this strategy as very effective for low-achievers as the other 
strategies.  ‘Guest speakers’ (M=2.37, SD=1.025) and ‘Journal writing’ (M=2.47, SD=0.979) 
were also perceived by instructional leaders as not as effective for low-achievers as those 








Part B Item 2: Instructional leader perceptions concerning effectiveness of instructional 
strategies for motivating and inspiring low-achievers 
Instructional Strategy Mean Standard Deviation 
Working with a wide-variety of media and processes 3.26 1.032 
Developing technical skills 2.95 1.114 
Developing creative expression and sensitivity 2.92 1.024 
Field trips 2.76 1.218 
Games and simulations 3.26 1.057 
Incorporation of other cultures into curriculum 2.58 1.056 
Guest speakers 2.37 1.025 
Journal writing 2.47 0.979 
Exhibiting student work 2.68 1.016 
 
What instructional strategies have you found to be effective in DEMONSTRATING concepts and 
techniques among low-achievers? 
 In Part B Item 3, data indicated that instructional leader perceptions based on 
instructional strategies that are effective in demonstrating concepts and techniques among low-
achievers, ‘Teacher demonstrates step-by-step’ (M=3.34, SD=1.021), ‘Inviting student 
demonstration’ (M=3.05, SD=1.038), ‘Showing a completed example’ (M=3.21, SD=1.069), 
‘Showing a progressive series of examples’ (M=3.53, SD=0.979), ‘Guided practice/students 
making practice pieces’ (M=3.34, SD=1.021) were all sub-items that instructional leaders 
perceived as much more effective than others.  ‘Free exploration and experimentation’ (M=2.68, 
SD=1.068) and ‘Demonstration through video or computer-assisted instruction’ (M=2.87, 
SD=0.875) did not exhibit such a high frequency of responses indicating perceptions of these 








Part B Item 3:  Instructional leader perceptions concerning effectiveness of instructional 
strategies in demonstrating concepts and techniques among low-achievers 
Instructional Strategy Mean Standard Deviation 
Teacher demonstrates step-by-step 3.34 1.021 
Inviting student demonstration 3.05 1.038 
Showing a completed example 3.21 1.069 
Showing a progressive series of examples 3.53 0.979 
Free exploration and experimentation 2.68 1.068 
Guided practice/students make practice piece 3.34 1.021 
Demonstration through video or computer-assisted instruction 2.87 0.875 
 
What QUESTIONING strategies have you found to be effective for low-achievers? 
 All questioning strategies within Part B Item 4 were perceived as highly effective for 
low-achievers by instructional leaders even though ‘Asking broad, open-ended questions’ 
(M=2.66, SD=1.072) was only slightly higher than the mean of 2.5.  ‘Asking for distinct facts 
and clear information’ (M=2.89, SD=1.008), and ‘Active listening’ (M=2.89, SD=1.008) were 
both perceived by instructional leaders as more effective than asking broad, open-ended 
questions but were still not the most effective of the questioning strategies posed.  The 
instructional strategies that instructional leaders indicated as being the most effective for 
questioning were ‘Encouraging discussion between students’ (M=3.32, SD=1.016), 
‘Anticipatory set/activating strategy as review’ (M=3.39, SD=1.001), ‘Brainstorming and mind-
mapping’ (M=3.13, SD=1.070), ‘One-to-one conversation’ (M=3.39, SD=1.028), and ‘Checks 









Part B Item 4: Instructional leader perceptions concerning effectiveness of questioning 
strategies for low-achievers 
Instructional Strategy Mean Standard Deviation 
Asking for distinct facts and clear information 2.89 1.008 
Asking broad, open-ended questions 2.66 1.072 
Encouraging discussion between students 3.32 1.016 
Anticipatory set/Activating strategy as review 3.39 1.001 
Brainstorming and mind-mapping 3.13 1.070 
Active listening 2.89 1.008 
One-to-one conversation 3.39 1.028 
Checks for understanding through open-ended questioning 3.11 1.034 
 
What LOGISTICAL STRATEGIES (distributing materials, cleanup) have you found to be 
effective within your classroom? and Do you find yourself choosing the same students each time 
for logistical duties? 
 In analyzing the data concerning logistical strategies, the researcher found that 
instructional leaders perceived ‘Appointing groups (such as tables) each session’ (M=2.97; 
SD=1.345) and ‘Appointing individuals during each session’ (M=2.92; SD=1.343) as more 
effective than ‘Appointing students by week or longer’ (M=2.61; SD=1.285) or ‘Posting a sign 
with assigned duties’ (M=2.74; SD=1.267).  Instructional leaders did not perceive ‘Doing it 
myself’ (M=1.71; SD=1.137) as effective and perceived it as not at all effective to somewhat 
effective.  Participants responded at the same frequency that they rarely or never to infrequently 









Part B Item 5: Instructional leader perceptions concerning effectiveness of logistical strategies 
(distributing materials, cleanup) within the classroom  
Instructional Strategy Mean Standard Deviation 
Appointing individuals during each session 2.92 1.343 
Appointing groups (such as tables) each session 2.97 1.345 
Appointing students by week or longer 2.61 1.285 
Posting a sign with assigned duties 2.74 1.267 
Relying on responsible students 2.45 1.245 
Doing it myself 1.71 1.137 
 
Table 9 
Part B Item 6:  Instructional leader perceptions concerning frequency of choosing the same 
students each time for logistical duties. 
Instructional Strategy Mean Standard Deviation 
Do you find yourself choosing the same student each time for logistical duties? 1.58 1.266 
 
What instructional strategies have you found to be effective in CLOSURE for low-achievers? 
 Instructional strategies used for closure were surveyed in Part B Item 7 to find the 
strategies that were perceived as the most effective in closure for low-achievers.  Data analysis 
exhibited that instructional leaders perceived ‘Emphasizing the concept’ (M=3.11, SD=1.060), 
‘Reflecting on the activity or discussion’ (M=3.42, SD=0.976), ‘Summarizing the activity or 
discussion’ (M=3.45, SD=0.978), ‘Specifically relating the concept to the activity’ (3.50, 0.980), 
‘Reinforcement and praise’ (M=3.32, SD=1.016) as effective closure strategies with ‘Showing 
my own satisfaction’ (M=2.87, SD=1.119) as not as effective.  All of the strategies thought to be 
the most effective relate the concept to the activity, clarify the activity, or give the student 









Part B Item 7:  Instructional leader perceptions concerning effectiveness of instructional 
strategies in closure for low-achievers 
Instructional Strategy Mean Standard Deviation 
Emphasizing the concept 3.11 1.060 
Reflecting on the activity or discussion 3.42 0.976 
Summarizing the activity or discussion 3.45 0.978 
Specifically relating the concept to the activity 3.50 0.980 
Reinforcement or praise 3.32 1.016 
Showing my own satisfaction 2.87 1.119 
 
To what extent is your planning and preparation based on the following? 
 In looking at the data for what the instructional leaders use for the basis of their planning 
and preparation, many responded that the ‘National or State Content Standards’ (M=3.13; 
SD=1.545); ‘School or department guidelines/curriculum’ (M=3.05; SD=1.524); and ‘State 
guidelines or curriculum’ (M=3.00; SC=1.560) have had a moderate to strong influence in their 
lessons/units.  ‘Research completed on the internet’ (M=2.37; SD=1.364) has only had a slight to 
moderate influence on the planning and preparation for instructional leaders.  (See Table 11.) 
Table 11 
Part B Item 8:  Instructional leader perceptions concerning the basis of planning and 
preparation 
Instructional Strategy Mean Standard Deviation 
Personal experience 2.87 1.492 
Suggestions and choices of students 2.61 1.480 
Personal reading 2.61 1.424 
National or State Content Standards 3.13 1.545 
School or department guidelines/curriculum 3.05 1.524 
State guidelines or curriculum 3.00 1.560 
Research completed on internet 2.37 1.364 
 
Describe your lesson/unit planning. 
 Collaboration with other teachers (M=2.05; SD=1.986) was perceived as having the 
comparatively more frequent influence on lesson/unit planning for instructional leaders than 




leaders did not perceive any other description as being used frequently.  Instructional leaders 
perceived lesson/unit planning where teachers or themselves write individual educational plans 
(M=0.68; SD=0.962) or rely on memory and experience (M=0.89; SD=1.247) with a low mean. 
(See Table 12.) 
Table 12 
Part B Item 9:  Instructional leader perceptions concerning descriptions of lesson/unit planning 
Instructional Strategy Mean Standard Deviation 
I write detailed lesson/unit plans 1.11 1.467 
I write general lesson/unit plans 1.24 1.635 
I write individual educational plans 0.68 0.962 
I write short notes in my plan book 1.21 1.647 
I rely on memory and experience 0.89 1.247 
I collaborate with other teachers 2.05 1.986 
 
How frequently do you assess/evaluate the progress and achievement of your students with 
various instructional strategies? 
 The data analysis for the frequency of assessing/evaluating the progress and achievement 
of students, instructional leaders perceived each of the sub-items as being used rarely or never to 
infrequently.  ‘Small groups working together’ (M=2.00; SD=1.771) and ‘Working with students 
one-on-one’ (M=1.97; SD=1.747) were found to be perceived as used/seen the most frequent of 
any of the posed instructional strategies by instructional leaders.  The mean for ‘Portfolios’ 









Part B Item 10:  Instructional leader perceptions concerning the frequency of 
assessing/evaluating students with various instructional strategies 
Instructional Strategy Mean Standard Deviation 
Direct presentation, such as lecture 1.29 1.354 
Small groups working together 2.00 1.771 
Group discussion/interactive dialogue 1.95 1.739 
Working with students one-on-one 1.97 1.747 
Students developing individual projects with a minimum of teacher influence 1.53 1.447 
Demonstration 1.76 1.584 
Portfolios 0.89 0.981 
Exploration of materials and techniques 1.50 1.484 
Computer-Assisted Instruction, such as videos, PowerPoint, etc. 1.68 1.629 
 
What instructional strategies using ELECTRONIC TECHNOLOGY have you found to be 
effective to teach low-achievers? 
 Instructional leaders, based on data analysis, did not find electronic technology as 
effective for teaching low-achievers as other strategies.  The statistical data for sub-items within 
Part B Item 11 of the effectiveness of electronic technology exhibited results of even those above 
the mean [‘Assessment and grading, such as Clickers/ActiVotes’ (M=2.82, SD=1.270) and 
‘Computer-assisted instruction, such as YouTube/TeacherTube’ (M=2.79, SD=1.277)] as only 
slightly above it.  Most uses of technology posed including ‘Direct instruction, such as 
PowerPoint’ (M=2.16, SD=1.053), ‘Online handouts, materials for students’ (M=2.18, 
SD=1.159), and ‘Online research’ (M=2.24, SD=1.149) were perceived by the instructional 
leaders as less effective.  This data exhibited an instructional leader perception concerning 
electronic technology as being a less effective instructional strategy for low-achievers than 







Part B Item 11:  Instructional leader perceptions concerning effectiveness of instructional 
strategies using electronic technology to teach low-achievers 
Instructional Strategy Mean Standard Deviation 
Direct instruction, such as PowerPoint 2.16 1.053 
Online handouts, materials for students 2.18 1.159 
Assessment and grading, such as Clickers/ActiVotes 2.82 1.270 
Online research 2.24 1.149 
Computer-assisted instruction, such as YouTube/TeacherTube 2.79 1277 
 
What strategies have you found to be effective for ASSESSMENT of low-achievers? 
 In analyzing the data for Part B Item 12, the researcher found that instructional leaders 
perceived ‘Individual conversations with students’ (M=3.08, SD=1.343), ‘Use of rubrics’ 
(M=3.08, SD=1.323), ‘Direct observation of work’ (M=3.05, SD=1.314), and ‘Behavior and 
attitude, such as time on task’ (M=2.84, SD=1.326) as being the most effective assessment 
strategies to use for low-achievers.  ‘Assessment of general overall performance’ (M=2.53, 
SD=1.330), ‘Self-evaluations by students’ (M=2.45, SD=1.288), ‘Use of formal grading criteria’ 
(M=2.50, SD=1.180), and ‘Tests, exams, quizzes’ (M=2.50, SD=1.247) were all slightly above, 
below, or equal to the mean which indicated that a fairly equal number of the instructional leader 
participants perceived these as slightly to moderately effective assessment strategies for low-
achievers.  One strategy, ‘Portfolio review’ (M=1.89, SD=1.290), was perceived to be not 









Part B Item 12:  Instructional leader perceptions concerning effectiveness of strategies for 
assessment of low-achievers 
Instructional Strategy Mean Standard Deviation 
General overall performance 2.53 1.330 
Individual conversation with student 3.08 1.343 
Self-evaluation by students 2.45 1.288 
Use of formal grading criteria 2.50 1.180 
Use of rubrics 3.08 1.323 
Direct observation of work 3.05 1.314 
Behavior and attitude, such as time on task 2.84 1.326 
Portfolio review 1.89 1.290 
Tests, exams, quizzes 2.50 1.247 
 
To what extent are funds available to meet your needs for instructional materials and resources? 
and How frequently do you address your own professional development? 
 The survey included items which proposed information concerning the participants’ 
perception of the funding available to their classrooms/schools and how they address their own 
professional development.  When approached with the sub-item concerning the funds available 
to meet the needs for instructional materials and resources, the mean response of instructional 
leaders was between ‘less than adequate but we make do’ and ‘adequate for my students’ needs’ 
(M=2.26; SD=0.724).  In analyzing the responses concerning how the participants address their 
own professional development, the researcher found that more instructional leaders responded 
with completing ‘personal reading’ (M=3.32; SD=0.662) with ‘attending college or university 
courses’ (M=2.05; SD=0.868) chosen less often to address their professional development. (See 










Part B Item 13:  Instructional leader perceptions concerning the availability of funds to meet the 
needs for instructional materials and resources 
Instructional Strategy Mean Standard Deviation 
Availability of funds to meet the needs for instructional materials and resources 2.26 0.724 
Note. Mean based on multiple choices that include More than adequate; full support, Adequate for my students’ needs, Less than 
adequate but we make do, Not at all adequate; lack of supplies hinders my teaching and my students’ learning. 
Table 17 
Part B Item 14:  Instructional leader perceptions concerning frequency of addressing their own 
professional development. 
Instructional Strategy Mean Standard Deviation 
Attending classes and workshops (other than required in-services) 3.21 0.664 
Attending college or university courses 2.05 0.868 
Personal reading 3.32 0.662 
Activity in professional organization 2.58 0.976 
 
Research Question 2: What are the effective instructional strategies of assisting low-
achievers as perceived by teachers in school? 
 To be able to understand the rates of the perceptions for the sample of teachers, data 
analysis occurred within Part A Participant Demographic Data before analysis of each item in 
Part B for teachers occurred.  The researcher found that there were 157 participants who 
identified themselves as teachers.  Teachers, as defined for this study, included teachers who 
worked with any student in grades 4-8 which spanned from classroom teachers of grades 4-8, 
inclusion teachers, teachers of students in grades 4-8 who are involved in the Early Intervention 
Program and the English Language Learners program, and teachers of the students classified as 
gifted and special education within grades 4-8.   One of the 157 participants identified 
themselves as both an instructional leader and a teacher, but, for data purposes, was considered a 
teacher because of their 11-15 years’ experience in teaching and zero years’ experience in 
administration.  There were 23 (14.6%) teachers who identified as males and 134 (85.4%) who 




American or Black and one (0.6%) as American Indian or Alaskan Native.  Seven (4.5%) teacher 
participants chose Other to indicate race, and the rest indicated they were Caucasian or White 
(148 or 94.3%).  Four teachers (2.5%) chose Hispanic as their ethnicity identification leaving 
153 (97.5%) who chose Not Hispanic, Latino, and Spanish origin.  Forty-three percent (68) of 
the teachers’ had a Master’s degree as highest degree earned.  There were an equal number of 
teachers who responded that Bachelor’s degree [43 (27.4%)] and the Educational Specialist 
(Ed.S.) [43 (27.4%)] were their highest degree while 3 (1.9%) had a Doctorate degree.  As data 
were analyzed concerning the number of years’ experience in teaching, there was a good 
distribution of participants who had less years versus more years.  Slightly more teachers had 21 
or more years of teaching experience [34 (21.7%)].  Teachers who participated in the survey had 
1-5 (33, 21%), 6-10 (29, 18.5%), 11-15 (31, 19.7%), and 16-20 (30, 19.1%) years’ experience in 
teaching, respectively.  The data indicated there were three (1.90%) teacher participants who 
indicated they have had 1-5 years’ experience in administration while 154 (98.1%) teacher 






Demographics of teachers 
 
The evidence and findings to address Question Two were found within Part B Survey 
Items 1-14.  Descriptive statistics of means and standard deviations were used to analyze the 
Gender 
  Frequency Percent of Total 
Males  23 14.6 
Females   134 85.4 
Total participants  157 100.0 
Race 
  Frequency Percent of Total 
Caucasian or White  148 94.3 
African American or Black  1 0.6 
Hawaiian or Pacific Islander  0 0 
Asian  0 0 
American Indian or Alaska Native  1 0.6 
Other   7 4.5 
Total participants  157 100.0 
Ethnicity 
  Frequency Percent of Total 
Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin  4 2.5 
Not Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish 
origin  
 153 97.5 
Total participants  157 100.0 
Highest Degree Earned 
  Frequency Percent of Total 
Bachelor  43 27.4 
Master’s  68 43.3 
Educational Specialist (Ed.S.)  43 27.4 
Doctorate  3 1.9 
Total participants  157 100.0 
Number of Years Teaching 
  Frequency Percent of Total 
1-5  33 21.0 
6-10  29 18.5 
11-15  31 19.7 
16-20  30 19.1 
21 or more  34 21.7 
Total participants  157 100.0 
Number of Years in Administration 
  Frequency Percent of Total 
0  154 98.1 
1-5  3 1.90 
6-10  0 0.00 
11-15  0 0.00 
16-20  0 0.00 
21 or more  0 0.00 




survey data for teachers.   Data analysis was performed using the total averages of each category 
of participants’ responses for the subsets of data to examine extents of those responses.   
How frequently do you use/see the following teaching strategies/styles for low-achievers? 
In terms of the frequency of use for various instructional strategies that teachers have 
used for low-achievers, data analysis of Part B Item 1 indicated that ‘Direct presentation’ 
(M=2.79, SD=0.825) and ‘Exploration of materials and techniques’ (M=2.66, SD=1.047) were 
perceived to be only slightly effective for low-achievers as the distribution of responses was just 
above the mean of 2.5.  ‘Small groups working together’ (M=3.49, SD=0.657), ‘Group 
discussions’ (M=3.28, SD=0.724), ‘Working with students one-on-one’ (M=3.19, SD=0.761), 
‘Demonstration’ (M=3.04, 'SD=0.908), and ‘Computer-assisted instruction’ (M=3.31, 
SD=0.891) were seen by teachers to have a higher frequency of use.  ‘Students developing 
individual projects with a minimum of teacher influence’ (M=2.24, SD=0.835) and ‘Portfolios’ 
(M=1.78, SD=1.029) exhibited a very low frequency of responses where teachers believed these 
two strategies are useful for low-achievers.  (See Table 19.) 
Table 19 
Part B Item 1:  Teacher perceptions concerning frequency of instructional strategies 
Instructional Strategy Mean Standard Deviation 
Direct presentation, such as lecture 2.79 0.825 
Small groups working together 3.49 0.657 
Group discussion/interactive dialogue 3.28 0.724 
Working with students one-on-one 3.19 .0761 
Students developing individual projects with a minimum of teacher influence 2.24 0.835 
Demonstration 3.04 0.908 
Portfolios 1.78 1.029 
Exploration of materials and techniques 2.66 1.047 






What instructional strategies have you found to be effective for MOTIVATING and INSPIRING 
low-achievers? 
 Data analysis of Part B Item 2 concerning effectiveness of various strategies to motivate 
and inspire low-achievers, teachers exhibited a higher perception of effectiveness for ‘Working 
with a wide variety of media and processes’ (M=3.25, SD=0.945), ‘Developing technical skills’ 
(M=2.94, SD=1.004), ‘Developing creative expression and sensitivity’ (M=2.87, SD=0.975), 
‘Games and simulations’ (M=3.36, SD=0.824), and ‘Exhibiting student work’ (M=2.83, 
SD=0.946).  ‘Field trips’ (M=2.45, SD=1.278), ‘Incorporation of other cultures into curriculum’ 
(M=2.41, SD=1.121), and ‘Journal writing’ (M=2.45, SD=1.028) were only slightly under the 
mean of 2.5 which indicated that more teachers perceived this strategy as less than moderately 
effective for low-achievers in comparison to the other strategies.  ‘Guest speakers’ (M=1.95, 
SD=1.353) was also perceived by more teachers as less effective for low-achievers as those 
strategies previously mentioned.  (See Table 20.) 
Table 20 
Part B Item 2:  Teacher perceptions concerning effectiveness of instructional strategies for 
motivating and inspiring low-achievers 
Instructional Strategy Mean Standard Deviation 
Working with a wide-variety of media and processes 3.25 0.945 
Developing technical skills 2.94 1.004 
Developing creative expression and sensitivity 2.87 0.975 
Field trips 2.45 1.278 
Games and simulations 3.36 0.824 
Incorporation of other cultures into curriculum 2.41 1.121 
Guest speakers 1.95 1.353 
Journal writing 2.45 1.028 






What instructional strategies have you found to be effective in DEMONSTRATING concepts and 
techniques among low-achievers? 
 In Part B Item 3, teacher perceptions based on instructional strategies that are effective in 
demonstrating concepts and techniques among low-achievers, data indicated that the ‘Teacher 
demonstrating step-by-step’ (M=3.57, SD=.0672), ‘Inviting student demonstration’ (M=3.08, 
SD=0.927), ‘Showing a completed example’ (M=3.43, SD=0.778), ‘Showing a progressive 
series of examples’ (M=3.45, SD=0.754), ‘Guided practice/students making practice pieces’ 
(M=3.26, SD=0.878), and ‘Demonstration through video or computer-assisted instruction’ 
(M=2.97, SD=0.887) were all sub-items that teachers perceived as much more effective than 
others.  ‘Free exploration and experimentation’ (M=2.41, SD=1.068) exhibited such a higher 
frequency of responses indicating perceptions of being ineffective for low-achievers.  (See Table 
21.) 
Table 21 
Part B Item 3:  Teacher perceptions concerning effectiveness of instructional strategies in 
demonstrating concepts and techniques among low-achievers 
Instructional Strategy Mean Standard Deviation 
Teacher demonstrates step-by-step 3.57 0.672 
Inviting student demonstration 3.08 0.927 
Showing a completed example 3.43 0.778 
Showing a progressive series of examples 3.45 0.754 
Free exploration and experimentation 2.41 1.068 
Guided practice/students make practice piece 3.26 0.878 
Demonstration through video or computer-assisted instruction 2.97 0.887 
 
What QUESTIONING strategies have you found to be effective for low-achievers? 
 All questioning strategies within Part B Item 4 were perceived as effective for low-
achievers by teachers except ‘Asking broad, open-ended questions’ (M=2.45, SD=0.937) which 




‘Brainstorming and mind-mapping’ (M=2.94, SD=0.867) were both perceived by teachers as 
more effective than ‘Asking broad, open-ended questions’ but were still not perceived as the 
most effective of the questioning strategies posed.  The instructional strategies that teachers 
indicated as being the most effective for questioning were ‘Asking for distinct facts and clear 
information’ (M=3.13, SD=0.785), ‘Encouraging discussion between students’ (M=3.11, 
SD=0.855), ‘Anticipatory set/activating strategy as review’ (M=3.13, SD=0.878), ‘One-to-one 
conversation’ (M=3.47, SD=0.685), and ‘Checks for understanding through open-ended 
questions’ (M=3.01, SD=0.934).  (See Table 22.) 
Table 22 
Part B Item 4:  Teacher perceptions concerning effectiveness of questioning strategies for low-
achievers 
Instructional Strategy Mean Standard Deviation 
Asking for distinct facts and clear information 3.13 0.785 
Asking broad, open-ended questions 2.45 0.937 
Encouraging discussion between students 3.11 0.855 
Anticipatory set/Activating strategy as review 3.13 0.878 
Brainstorming and mind-mapping 2.94 0.867 
Active listening 2.98 0.909 
One-to-one conversation 3.47 0.685 
Checks for understanding through open-ended questioning 3.01 0.934 
 
What LOGISTICAL STRATEGIES (distributing materials, cleanup) have you found to be 
effective within your classroom? and Do you find yourself choosing the same students each time 
for logistical duties? 
 Data analysis concerning logistical strategies revealed that participants within the teacher 
group perceived ‘Appointing individuals during each session’ (M=3.05; SD=1.181) and ‘Relying 
on responsible students’ (M=3.03; SD=1.112) as being the most effective strategies of all the 
strategies posed.  ‘Posting a sign with assigned duties’ (M=1.89; SD=1.625) was perceived by 




to somewhat effective.  Teachers perceived the frequency of choosing the same students each 
time for these duties as being evident infrequently to frequently (M=2.38; SD=0.997). (See 
Tables 23 and 24.) 
Table 23 
Part B Item 5: Teacher perceptions concerning effectiveness of logistical strategies (distributing 
materials, cleanup) within the classroom  
Instructional Strategy Mean Standard Deviation 
Appointing individuals during each session 3.05 1.181 
Appointing groups (such as tables) each session 2.66 1.334 
Appointing students by week or longer 2.21 1.540 
Posting a sign with assigned duties 1.89 1.625 
Relying on responsible students 3.03 1.112 
Doing it myself 2.45 1.278 
 
Table 24 
Part B Item 6:  Teacher perceptions concerning frequency of choosing the same students each 
time for logistical duties. 
Instructional Strategy Mean Standard Deviation 
Do you find yourself choosing the same student each time for logistical duties? 2.38 0.997 
 
What instructional strategies have you found to be effective in CLOSURE for low-achievers? 
 Instructional strategies used for closure were surveyed in Part B Item 7 to find the 
strategies that were perceived as the most effective for low-achievers.  Data analysis exhibited 
that teachers perceived ‘Emphasizing the concept’ (M=3.10, SD=0.823), ‘Reflecting on the 
activity or discussion’ (M=3.29, SD=0.762), ‘Summarizing the activity or discussion’ (M=3.35, 
SD=0.741), ‘Specifically relating the concept to the activity’ (3.43, 0.744), ‘Reinforcement and 
praise’ (M=3.45, SD=0.720) as effective closure strategies with ‘Showing my own satisfaction’ 
(M=2.98, SD=1.041) the strategy perceived as the least effective.  All of the strategies thought to 
be the most effective relate the concept to the activity, clarify the activity, or give the student 





Part B Item 7:  Teacher perceptions concerning effectiveness of instructional strategies in 
closure for low-achievers 
Instructional Strategy Mean Standard Deviation 
Emphasizing the concept 3.10 0.823 
Reflecting on the activity or discussion 3.29 0.762 
Summarizing the activity or discussion 3.35 0.741 
Specifically relating the concept to the activity 3.43 0.744 
Reinforcement or praise 3.45 0.720 
Showing my own satisfaction 2.98 1.041 
 
To what extent is your planning and preparation based on the following? 
In analyzing the data for what the teachers use for the basis of their planning and 
preparation, many responded that the ‘National or State Content Standards’ (M=3.75; 
SD=0.598); ‘School or department guidelines/curriculum’ (M=3.60; SD=0.846); and ‘State 
guidelines or curriculum’ (M=3.68; SC=0.580) have had a moderate to strong influence in their 
lessons/units.  ‘Personal experience’ (M=3.34; SD=0.790) was also a sub-item that was found to 
have a moderate to strong influence on lesson/unit planning for teachers.  ‘Research completed 
on the interest’ (M=2.83; SD=0.869) and ‘Personal reading’ (M=2.76; SD=0.948) have had only 
a slight to moderate influence on the planning and preparation for teachers.  (See Table 26.)    
Table 26 
Part B Item 8:  Teacher perceptions concerning the basis of planning and preparation 
Instructional Strategy Mean Standard Deviation 
Personal experience 3.34 0.790 
Suggestions and choices of students 2.85 0.864 
Personal reading 2.76 0.948 
National or State Content Standards 3.75 0.598 
School or department guidelines/curriculum 3.60 0.846 
State guidelines or curriculum 3.68 0.580 







Describe your lesson/unit planning. 
The teacher group perceived collaboration with other teachers (M=3.43; SD=0.826) as 
having the most frequent influence on lesson/unit planning as frequently to very frequently.  
Teachers perceived all other sub-items as being used infrequently to frequently except ‘I write 
individual educational plans’ (M=1.86; SD=1.328).  (See Table 27.) 
Table 27 
Part B Item 9:  Teacher perceptions concerning descriptions of lesson/unit planning 
Instructional Strategy Mean Standard Deviation 
I write detailed lesson/unit plans 2.68 1.039 
I write general lesson/unit plans 2.90 1.122 
I write individual educational plans 1.86 1.328 
I write short notes in my plan book 2.57 1.205 
I rely on memory and experience 2.32 1.161 
I collaborate with other teachers 3.43 0.826 
 
How frequently do you assess/evaluate the progress and achievement of your students with 
various instructional strategies? 
 Data indicated that teacher respondents perceived ‘Small groups working together’ 
(M=3.28; SD=0.649); Group discussion/interactive dialogue’ (M=3.22; SD=0.644); and 
‘Working with students one-on-one’ (M=3.13; SD=0.793) as being instructional strategies that 
are used frequently to very frequently to assess/evaluate students.  ‘Portfolios’ (M=1.68; 
SD=1.155) have not been seen/used by teachers as often as the other sub-items as perceived by 
teachers.  Other instructional strategies that were perceived by teachers to be used frequently to 
very frequently to assess/evaluate students were ‘Direct presentation, such as lecture’ (M=2.54; 
SD=0.971); ‘Students developing individual projects with a minimum of teacher influence’ 
(M=2.25; SD=0.999); ‘Demonstration’ (M=2.99; SD=0.859); ‘Exploration of materials and 
techniques’ (M=2.50; SD=0,985); and ‘Computer-Assisted Instruction, such as videos, 





Part B Item 10:  Teacher perceptions concerning the frequency of assessing/evaluating students 
with various instructional strategies 
Instructional Strategy Mean Standard Deviation 
Direct presentation, such as lecture 2.54 0.971 
Small groups working together 3.28 0.649 
Group discussion/interactive dialogue 3.22 0.644 
Working with students one-on-one 3.13 0.793 
Students developing individual projects with a minimum of teacher influence 2.25 0.999 
Demonstration 2.99 0.859 
Portfolios 1.68 1.155 
Exploration of materials and techniques 2.50 0.985 
Computer-Assisted Instruction, such as videos, PowerPoint, etc. 2.97 0.926 
 
What instructional strategies using ELECTRONIC TECHNOLOGY have you found to be 
effective to teach low-achievers? 
 The statistical data for sub-items within Part B Item 11 of the effectiveness of electronic 
technology exhibited that more teachers perceived that technology for ‘Direct instruction, such 
as PowerPoint’ (M=2.94, SD=0.798), ‘Online handouts, materials for students’ (M=2.71, 
SD=1.026), and ‘Computer-assisted instruction, such as YouTube/TeacherTube’ (M=2.99, 
SD=1.003) as effective instructional strategies for low-achievers.  More teachers indicated that 
they perceived ‘Assessment and grading, such as Clickers/ActiVotes’ (M=2.22, SD=1.567) and 
‘Online research’ (M=2.20, SD=0.977) less effective for low-achievers.  (See Table 29.) 
Table 29 
Part B Item 11:  Teacher perceptions concerning effectiveness of instructional strategies using 
electronic technology to teach low-achievers 
Instructional Strategy Mean Standard Deviation 
Direct instruction, such as PowerPoint 2.94 0.798 
Online handouts, materials for students 2.71 1.026 
Assessment and grading, such as Clickers/ActiVotes 2.22 1.567 
Online research 2.20 0.977 






What strategies have you found to be effective for ASSESSMENT of low-achievers? 
 In analyzing the data for Part B Item 12, the researcher found that teachers perceived 
assessment of ‘General overall performance’ (M=3.01, SD=0.805), ‘Individual conversations 
with students’ (M=3.34, SD=0.806), ‘Use of formal grading criteria’ (M=3.00, SD=0.870), ‘Use 
of rubrics’ (M=2.94, SD=0.976), ‘Direct observation of work’ (M=3.50, SD=0.666), ‘Behavior 
and attitude, such as time on task’ (M=3.25, SD=0.808) and ‘Tests, exams, quizzes’ (M=3.13, 
SD=0.838) as being the most effective assessment strategies to use for low-achievers.  ‘Self-
evaluations by students’ (M=2.25, SD=1.042), and ‘Portfolios’ (M=1.43, SD=1.429) were both 
perceived to be not as effective for low-achievers by teachers.  (See Table 30.) 
Table 30 
Part B Item 12:  Teacher perceptions concerning effectiveness of strategies for assessment of 
low-achievers 
Instructional Strategy Mean Standard Deviation 
General overall performance 3.01 0.805 
Individual conversation with student 3.34 0.806 
Self-evaluation by students 2.25 1.042 
Use of formal grading criteria 3.00 0.870 
Use of rubrics 2.94 0.976 
Direct observation of work 3.50 0.666 
Behavior and attitude, such as time on task 3.25 0.808 
Portfolio review 1.43 1.429 
Tests, exams, quizzes 3.13 0.838 
 
To what extent are funds available to meet your needs for instructional materials and resources? 
and How frequently do you address your own professional development? 
Within the sub-items within Part B Item 13 which proposed information concerning the 
participants’ perception of the funding available to their classrooms/schools and how they 
address their own professional development (Part B Item 14), teachers were able to indicate their 




meet the needs for instructional materials and resources, the mean response of participants within 
the teacher group was between ‘less than adequate but we make do’ and ‘adequate for my 
students’ needs’ (M=2.53; SD=0.836).  In analyzing the responses concerning how the 
participants address their own professional development, the researcher found that more teachers 
responded with completing ‘personal reading’ (M=2.96; SD=0.800) as the most frequent mode 
of addressing their own professional development and responded with ‘attending college or 
university courses’ (M=1.59; SD=1.086) less often to address their professional development.  
(See Tables 31 and 32.) 
Table 31 
Part B Item 13:  Teacher perceptions concerning the availability of funds to meet the needs for 
instructional materials and resources 
Instructional Strategy Mean Standard Deviation 
Availability of funds to meet the needs for instructional materials and resources 2.53 0.836 
Note. Mean based on multiple choices that include More than adequate; full support, Adequate for my students’ needs, Less than 
adequate but we make do, Not at all adequate; lack of supplies hinders my teaching and my students’ learning. 
Table 32 
Part B Item 14:  Teacher perceptions concerning frequency of addressing their own professional 
development. 
Instructional Strategy Mean Standard Deviation 
Attending classes and workshops (other than required in-services) 2.81 0.907 
Attending college or university courses 1.59 1.086 
Personal reading 2.96 0.800 
Activity in professional organization 2.15 1.014 
 
Research Question 3: Are there any significant differences in effective instructional 
strategies of assisting low-achievers as perceived by instructional leaders and teachers? 
 In evaluating the data for effective instructional strategies for low-achievers as perceived 
by instructional leaders and teachers, the researcher used an independent sample t-test and a 
significance level set at 0.05 to compile survey responses of the instructional leaders and 




instructional strategies for assisting low-achievers by instructional leaders and teachers were 
noted by the researcher.   
Data analysis for instructional strategies that instructional leaders and teachers 
perceived as effective in motivation and inspiring to low-achievers, instructional strategies 
within demonstrating concepts and techniques, questioning strategies, and closure strategies 
indicated that there was no significant difference in how effective the participants perceived the 
sub-items of Part B Item 2, Part B Item 3, Part B Item 4, and Part B Item 7 for low-achievers.  
Instructional leaders and teachers have similar perceptions of how effective various strategies are 
for low-achievers within these areas. 
How frequently do you use/see the following teaching strategies/styles for low-achievers? 
In compiling the data to answer Research Question 3, the researcher analyzed the 
frequency of all items within Part B of the survey.  In working on Part B Item 1, it was important 
to find out the perceptions of the instructional leaders and teachers concerning how frequently 
various strategies were used to allow for information concerning how often the instructional 
leaders and teachers were seeing the instructional strategies being used in the classroom.  This 
information assisted in understanding the effectiveness of various instructional strategies.  If the 
strategies are not being seen or used, there is no way of knowing the effectiveness of the 
strategies in assisting low-achievers.  As the data were compiled and analyzed based on a 
significance value of less than or equal to 0.05, there were only two strategies observed with a 
significant difference.  Any mean above 2.5 indicated that the participants perceived this item to 
be seen or used frequently or very frequently.  Any mean below 2.5 indicated that the 
participants believed the item to be seen or used infrequently or rarely/never.  With a 




instructional leaders with a mean of 2.95 and teachers with a mean of 3.28.  This exhibited that 
teachers perceived ‘Group discussions/interactive dialogue’ as being seen or used slightly more 
than frequently and much more frequently than perceived by instructional leaders.  In the same 
way, instructional leaders and teachers both perceived ‘Working with students one-on-one’ as 
being seen or used frequently but there was a significant difference in the means of the 
responses.  With a significance value of 0.002, more teachers (M=3.19) than instructional leaders 
(M=2.71) perceived this strategy as being used frequently to very frequently.  There were no 
significant differences in the means for the instructional leaders and teachers within the other 
sub-items of Part B Item 1.  (See Table 33.) 
Table 33 
Independent t-test 
Position, Part B Item 1:  The frequency of instructional strategies  
Group discussion/interactive dialogue 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.033 -2.150 193 
Instructional leader 2.95    
Teacher 3.28    
Working with students one-on-one 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.002 -3.076 193 
Instructional leader 2.71    
Teacher 3.19    
  
What logistical strategies (distributing materials, cleanup) have you found to be effective within 
your classroom? and Do you find yourself choosing the same students each time for logistical 
duties? 
 There were three sub-items where a significant difference in the responses of 
instructional leaders and teachers was found within the data analysis.  Instructional leaders 




responding to the effectiveness of this sub-item as a logistical strategy in the classroom.  
‘Relying on responsible students’ (p=0.005) and ‘Doing it myself’ (p=0.001) were logistical 
strategies that teachers perceived being more effective than instructional leaders perceived them 
based on their effectiveness within the classroom.  When analyzing the data concerning the 
frequency of choosing the same students each time for logistical duties, the researcher found a 
significance value of 0.0001 for this sub-item.  Instructional leaders (M=1.58) did not perceive 
teachers or themselves choosing the same student each time as much as teachers (M=2.38) 
perceived themselves choosing the same student each time.  (See Tables 34 and 35.) 
Table 34 
Independent t-test 
Position, Part B Item 5:  Effectiveness of logistical strategies within the classroom 
Posting a sign with assigned duties 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.003 3.014 193 
Instructional leader 2.74    
Teacher 1.89    
Relying on responsible students 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.005 -2.839 193 
Instructional leader 2.45    
Teacher 3.03    
Doing it myself 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.001 -3.248 193 
Instructional leader 1.71    




Position, Part B Item 6:  Frequency of choosing the same students each time for logistical duties 
Frequency of choosing the same students each time for logistical duties 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.0001 -4.216 193 
Instructional leader 1.58    





To what extent is your planning and preparation based on various methods? and Describe your 
lesson/unit planning. 
 Within each of the sub-items where a significant difference was observed for the 
influence of various methods on the planning and preparation of instructional leaders and 
teachers, teachers perceived the influence of ‘Personal experience’ (M=3.34); ‘National or State 
Content Standards’ (M=3.75); ‘School of department guidelines/curriculum’ (M=3.60); ‘State 
guidelines or curriculum’ (M=3.68); ‘Research completed on the internet’ (M=2.83) on their 
planning and preparation stronger than instructional leaders (M=2.87; M=3.13; M=3.05; 
M=3.00; M=2.37, respectively) perceived them.  Although the sub-items were perceived to be at 
least a slight to moderate influence on their planning and preparation, ‘Research completed on 
the internet’ was perceived as having the least amount of influence of the four sub-items found to 
have a significant difference in responses. Each sub-item concerning the description of 
lesson/unit planning exhibited a significance value of less than or equal to 0.05.  Within each of 
the sub-items, teachers perceived the strategies as being used more frequently than instructional 
leaders who responded to the sub-items.  Each of these sub-items exhibited a significance value 
of 0.0001.  (See Tables 36 and 37.) 
Table 36 
Independent t-test 
Position, Part B Item 8:  Influence of various methods on planning and preparation 
Personal experience 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.007 -2.725 193 
Instructional leader 2.87    
Teacher 3.34    
National or State Content Standards 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.0001 -3.927 193 
Instructional leader 3.13    




School or department guidelines/curriculum 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.003 -2.985 193 
Instructional leader 3.05    
Teacher 3.60    
State guidelines or curriculum 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.0001 -4.347 193 
Instructional leader 3.00    
Teacher 3.68    
Research completed on the internet 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.009 -2.622 193 
Instructional leader 2.37    




Position, Part B Item 9:  Methods of lesson/unit planning 
I write detailed lesson/unit plans 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.0001 -7.660 193 
Instructional leader 1.11    
Teacher 2.68    
I write general lesson/unit plans 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.0001 -7.429 193 
Instructional leader 1.24    
Teacher 2.90    
I write individual educational plans 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.0001 -5.138 193 
Instructional leader 0.68    
Teacher 1.86    
I write short notes in my plan book 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.0001 -5.793 193 
Instructional leader 1.21    
Teacher 2.57    
I rely on memory and experience 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.0001 -6.713 193 
Instructional leader 0.89    
Teacher 2.32    
I collaborate with other teachers 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.0001 -6.648 193 
Instructional leader 2.05    





How frequently do you assess/evaluate the progress and achievement of your students using 
various methods? 
 Keeping the significance value set at less than or equal to 0.05, the researcher found that 
each sub-item within Part B Item 10 exhibited a significance value of 0.0001.  The participants 
who identified themselves as teachers indicated the perception that each of the sub-items were 
used more frequently for assessing and evaluating student progress and achievement than 
perceived by instructional leaders.  The data within this sub-item may be skewed because 
instructional leaders do not often assess or evaluate student progress.  Many instructional leaders 
responded to these sub-items with ‘N/A (does not apply)’.  (See Table 38.) 
Table 38  
Independent t-test 
Position, Part B Item 10:  Frequency of assessment/evaluation of student progress and 
achievement 
Direct presentations, such as lecture 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.0001 -6.564 193 
Instructional leader 1.29    
Teacher 2.54    
Small groups working together 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.0001 -7.299 193 
Instructional leader 2.00    
Teacher 3.28    
Group discussion/interactive dialogue 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.0001 -7.340 193 
Instructional leader 1.95    
Teacher 3.22    
Working with students one-on-one 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.0001 -6.134 193 
Instructional leader 1.97    
Teacher 3.13    
Students developing individual projects with a minimum of teacher influence 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.0001 -3.665 193 
Instructional leader 1.53    





Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.0001 -6.558 193 
Instructional leader 1.76    
Teacher 2.99    
Portfolios 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.0001 -3.873 193 
Instructional leader 0.89    
Teacher 1.68    
Exploration of materials and techniques 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.0001 -5.053 193 
Instructional leader 1.50    
Teacher 2.50    
Computer-Assisted Instruction, such as videos, power point, etc. 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.0001 -6.508 193 
Instructional leader 1.68    
Teacher 2.97    
 
What instructional strategies using ELECTRONIC TECHNOLOGY have you found to be 
effective to teach low-achievers? 
 Instructional strategies using electronic technology within Part B Item 11 exhibited a few 
significant differences in perceptions of instructional leaders as compared to teachers.  Teachers 
indicated a higher frequency of perceiving ‘Direct instruction, such as PowerPoint’ and ‘Online 
handouts, materials for students’ as being more effective than perceived by instructional leaders.  
The significance value for instructional leaders and teachers for ‘Direct instruction, such as 
PowerPoint’ was 0.0001 with instructional leaders having a mean value of 2.16 and teachers 
having a mean value of 2.94, indicating that teachers perceived ‘Direct instruction, such as 
PowerPoint’ to be very effective for low-achievers as compared to the higher frequency of 
instructional leaders perceiving this particular instructional strategy as being ineffective for low-
achievers.  The same concept is observed within the sub-item, ‘Online handouts, material for 
students’.  The data indicated a higher frequency of teachers perceiving ‘Online handouts, 




mean value of 2.71 and instructional leaders’ data exhibiting a mean value of 2.18.  These mean 
values gave a significance value of 0.006 which directed the conclusions to the understanding 
that instructional leader and teacher perceptions about this sub-item along with ‘Direct 
instruction, such as PowerPoints’ to be very different where instructional leaders do not see these 
strategies as useful for low-achievers.  Within electronic technology to assist teachers in 
‘Assessment and grading, such as Clickers and ActiVotes’, more instructional leaders perceived 
this to be more effective than do teachers.  The mean value for this sub-item of Part B Item 11 as 
exhibited by teacher perceptions was 2.22 and instructional leader perceptions was 2.82.  These 
means gave a significance value of 0.032 indicating that the perceptions of the two groups of 
participants were very different.  Using electronic technology for assessment and grading was 
perceived by instructional leaders as more effective for low-achievers than were perceived by 
teachers.  (See Table 39.) 
Table 39 
Independent t-test 
Position, Part B Item 11:  The effectiveness of instructional strategies using electronic 
technology for low-achievers 
Direct instruction, such as PowerPoint 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.0001 -5.048 193 
Instructional leader 2.16    
Teacher 2.94    
Online handouts, materials for students 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.006 -2.781 193 
Instructional leader 2.18    
Teacher 2.71    
Assessment and grading, such as Clickers/ActiVotes 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.032 2.165 193 
Instructional leader 2.82    





What strategies have you found to be effective for ASSESSMENT of low-achievers? 
 There were five sub-items within Part B Item 12 with significance values less than or 
equal to 0.05.  These significance values were 0.005 for effectiveness of assessing ‘General 
overall performance’, 0.004 for ‘Use of formal grading criteria’ for assessment, 0.003 for 
assessment using ‘Direct observation of work’, 0.015 for assessment of low-achievers using 
‘Behavior and attitude, such as time on task’ and 0.0001 for assessment using ‘Tests, exams, 
quizzes’.  ‘General overall performance’ use for assessment is perceived as more effective by 
teachers (M=3.01) than it is by instructional leaders (M=2.53).  Instructional leaders perceived 
this as somewhat to moderately effective where teachers perceived it as moderately effective.  
The same was true for assessment using ‘Formal grading criteria’, assessment of low-achievers 
using ‘Behavior and attitude, such as time on task’, and assessment using ‘Tests, exams, 
quizzes’.  Teachers (M=3.50) perceived using ‘Direct observation of work’ as a moderately to 
very effective strategy for assessment while instructional leaders perceived this strategy to be 

















Position, Part B Item 12:  The effectiveness of instructional strategies for assessment of low-
achievers 
General overall performance 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.005 -2.859 193 
Instructional leader 2.53    
Teacher 3.01    
Use of formal grading criteria 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.004 -2.951 193 
Instructional leader 2.50    
Teacher 3.00    
Direct observation of work 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.003 -2.958 193 
Instructional leader 3.05    
Teacher 3.50    
Behavior and attitude, such as time on task 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.015 -2.455 193 
Instructional leader 2.84    
Teacher 3.25    
Tests, exams, quizzes 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.0001 -3.731 193 
Instructional leader 2.50    
Teacher 3.13    
 
How frequently do you address your own professional development? 
Data analysis concerning how frequently the participants address their own professional 
development indicated that teachers do not perceive the frequency of addressing professional 










Position, Part B Item 14: Frequency of addressing own professional development 
Attending classes and workshops (other than required in-service) 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.011 2.567 193 
Instructional leader 3.21    
Teacher 2.81    
Attending college or university courses 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.016 2.430 193 
Instructional leader 2.05    
Teacher 1.59    
Personal reading 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.012 2.526 193 
Instructional leader 3.32    
Teacher 2.96    
Activity in professional organizations 
Position Mean (M) Sig t df 
  0.020 2.341 193 
Instructional leader 2.58    
Teacher 2.15    
 
Research Question 4: Do demographics of instructional leaders and teachers make any 
significant difference in their perceptions of effective instructional strategies in assisting 
low-achievers in school? 
 With the significance value set at less than or equal to 0.05, the researcher used the one-
way analysis of variance, ANOVA, to determine if any significant differences existed in the 
effect of demographics on instructional leader and teacher perceptions concerning effective 
instructional strategies for assisting low-achievers.  Gender, race, ethnicity, highest degree 
earned, and number of years’ experience in teaching along with number of years’ experience in 
administration were all used as demographic data for perception comparisons of instructional 






 There was only one significance value less than or equal to 0.05 for males as compared to 
females within the instructional leaders group and three sub-items with a significance value less 
than or equal to 0.05 for teachers.  Within Part B Item 9, more male instructional leaders 
(M=1.83) described relying on memory and experience more frequently while planning 
lessons/units than female instructional leaders (M=0.72).  The results of data analysis indicated 
that female instructional leaders responded with rarely or never to ‘N/A (does not apply)’ more 
often than male instructional leaders.  The same applied to teachers with a significance value of 
0.008 for this sub-item for male teachers (M=2.91) as compared to female teachers (M=2.22).  
Both male teachers and female teachers rated this item to be used infrequently to frequently 
where more male teachers rated it closer to frequently.  (See Table 42.) 
Table 42 
One-way Analysis of Variance 
Gender, Instructional leader perceptions vs. teacher perceptions 1 
Instructional Leader Teacher 
Describe your lesson/unit planning: I rely on 
memory and experience 













   4.405 0.043    7.186 0.008 
Male 1.83 1.602   Male 2.91 0.996   
Female 0.72 1.114   Female 2.22 1.161   
 
 Among the teacher group, more females use National or State Content Standards to plan 
their lessons than males.  The significance value for this sub-item in Part B Item 8 was 0.020.  
Both male teachers and female teachers rated this sub-item as having a moderate influence to a 
strong influence in preparing and planning for lessons while more females (M=3.79) rated it as a 




no sub-items with significant differences in responses within this item for instructional leaders.  
(See Table 43.) 
Table 43 
One-way Analysis of Variance 
Gender, Instructional leader perceptions vs. teacher perceptions 2 
Instructional Leader 
Extent planning and preparation is based on National 
or State Content Standards 
Teacher 
Extent planning and preparation is based on 












   1.489 0.230    5.524 0.020 
Male 3.83 0.408   Male 3.48 0.947   
Female 3.00 1.646   Female 3.79 0.507   
Note. No significant difference among instructional leaders  
 
Among the teacher group and Part B Item 14, more females complete personal reading 
than males to address their professional development.  The significance value for this sub-item 
was 0.044.  Based on the data analysis, female teachers (M=3.01) indicated that their 
professional development was addressed by their own personal reading frequently and more 
male teachers (M=2.65) indicated that their personal reading infrequently addressed their 
professional development.  There were no sub-items within Item 14 with significant differences 










One-way Analysis of Variance 
Gender, Instructional leader perceptions vs. teacher perceptions 3 
Instructional Leader 
Frequency of addressing professional development 
with personal reading 
Teacher 
Frequency of addressing professional development 












   0.005 0.945    4.120 0.044 
Male 3.33 0.816   Male 2.65 0.832   
Female 3.31 0.644   Female 3.01 0.785   
Note. No significant difference among instructional leaders 
 
Race 
  When analyzing the data within the instructional leader and teacher groups, the 
researcher investigated the number of participants who identified themselves based on race.  In 
the instructional leader group there was only one participant who identified with the ‘African 
American or Black’ category within race while all others chose the ‘Caucasian or White’ 
category.  No participants who were instructional leaders chose ‘Hawaiian or Pacific Islander’, 
‘Asian’, ‘American Indian or Alaska Native’, or ‘Other’.  Among the participants who identified 
themselves as teachers, there was one participant who identified with the ‘African American or 
Black’ category, one identified with the ‘American Indian or Alaska Native’ category, seven 
who identified as ‘Other’, and one hundred forty-eight identified as ‘Caucasian or White’.  There 
were no teacher participants who identified with the ‘Hawaiian or Pacific Islander’ race or the 
‘Asian’ race.   
 There was one sub-item with a significance value less than or equal to 0.05 within the 
instructional leader group.  Within Part B Item 9, where the participants described their 
lesson/unit planning, sub-item E had a significance value of 0.01 which indicated that race does 




sub-item, the instructional leader group participants who identified with the ‘Caucasian or 
White’ race perceived that ‘Relying on memory and experience’ was rarely to infrequently 
(M=0.81) used to plan lessons and units and the one participant who identified as an ‘African 
American or Black’ believed that ‘Relying on memory and experience’ as being used very 
frequently (M=4.0) to plan lessons and units.  There were no sub-items within this item 
exhibiting significant differences in responses of teachers.  (See Table 45.) 
Table 45 
One-way Analysis of Variance 
Race, Instructional leader perceptions vs. teacher perceptions 1 
Instructional Leader 
Describe your lesson/unit planning: I rely on 
memory and experience 
Teacher 
Describe your lesson/unit planning: I rely 












   7.478 0.010    0.139 0.937 
Caucasian or 
White 
0.81 1.151   Caucasian or 
White 
2.32 1.162   
African American 
or Black 
4.00 -   African American 
or Black 
3.00 -   
American Indian 
or Alaska Native 
- -   American Indian 
or Alaska Native 
2.00 -   
Other - -   Other 2.29 1.380   
Note. No significant difference among teachers and there were no participants of Hawaiian or Pacific 
Islander and Asian races. 
 
 Among teacher participants, the frequency of participants who perceived that ‘Group 
discussions/interactive dialogue’ is used frequently or very frequently was higher for ‘Caucasian 
or White’ and those who identified as ‘Other’ than for ‘American Indian and Alaska Native’.  
The one participant who identified as ‘African American or Black’ perceived ‘Group 
discussion/interactive dialogue’ as an instructional strategy that is used/seen very frequently for 
low-achievers.  There were no sub-items within this item that indicated a significant difference in 






One-way Analysis of Variance 
Race, Instructional leader perceptions vs. teacher perceptions 2 
Instructional Leader 
Frequency of teaching strategies: Group 
discussion/interactive dialogue 
Teacher 













   0.697 0.409    3.851 0.011 
Caucasian or 
White 
2.92 1.278   Caucasian or 
White 
3.29 0.702   
African American 
or Black 
4.00 -   African American 
or Black 
4.00 -   
American Indian 
or Alaska Native 
- -   American Indian 
or Alaska Native 
1.00 -   
Other - -   Other 3.29 0.756   
Note. No significant difference among instructional leaders and there were no participants of Hawaiian or Pacific 
Islander and Asian races. 
 
In the sub-item ‘Games and Simulations’ concerning their effectiveness in motivating 
and inspiring low-achievers, ‘Caucasian or White’ and ‘African American or Black’ groups 
perceived that ‘Games and simulations’ are moderately effective to very effective for low-
achievers while the participant in the ‘American Indian or Alaska Native’ group believed that it 
is not effective at all.  The participants that perceived ‘Games and simulations’ are somewhat 
effective were the participants who identified as ‘Other’.  There was no significant difference 













One-way Analysis of Variance 
Race, Instructional leader perceptions vs. teacher perceptions 3 
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to motivate 
and inspire low-achievers: Games and Simulations 
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to motivate 












   0.492 0.488    3.593 0.015 
Caucasian or 
White 
3.24 1.065   Caucasian or 
White 
3.39 0.796   
African American 
or Black 
4.00 -   African American 
or Black 
4.00 -   
American Indian 
or Alaska Native 
- -   American Indian 
or Alaska Native 
1.00 -   
Other - -   Other 3.00 1.000   
Note. No significant difference among instructional leaders and there were no 
participants of Hawaiian or Pacific Islander and Asian races. 
   
 
As to what extent planning and preparation is based on various resources, ‘Personal 
reading’ and use of ‘State guidelines or curriculum’ were both significant based on race within 
the teacher group.  The ‘Caucasian or White’ participants perceived that ‘Personal reading’ 
slightly to moderately influences planning and preparation while the ‘Other’ race perceived 
‘Personal reading’ as a moderate to strong influence on planning and preparation.  The 
participant of the ‘African American or Black’ race perceived ‘Personal reading’ to moderately 
influence teacher planning and preparation.  The participant in the ‘American Indian or Alaska 
Native’ group chose ‘N/A, does not apply’ for this sub-item.  All participants within the teacher 
group perceived the use of ‘State guidelines and curriculum’ to be a slight to moderate influence 
on teacher planning and preparation where the ‘Caucasian or White’ and ‘African American or 








One-way Analysis of Variance 
Race, Instructional leader perceptions vs. teacher perceptions 4 
Instructional Leader 
Extent planning and preparation is based on various 
items: Personal Reading 
Teacher 
Extent planning and preparation is based on 












   0.984 0.328    4.261 0.006 
Caucasian or 
White 
2.57 1.425   Caucasian or 
White 
2.75 0.932   
African American 
or Black 
4.00 -   African American 
or Black 
3.00 -   
American Indian 
or Alaska Native 
- -   American Indian 
or Alaska Native 
0.00 -   
Other - -   Other 3.43 0.535   
Instructional Leader 
Extent planning and preparation is based on various 
items: State guidelines or curriculum 
Teacher 
Extent planning and preparation is based on 












   1.489 0.230    2.684 0.049 
Caucasian or 
White 
2.32 1.355   Caucasian or 
White 
2.88 0.816   
African American 
or Black 
4.00 -   African American 
or Black 
3.00 -   
American Indian 
or Alaska Native 
- -   American Indian 
or Alaska Native 
2.00 -   
Other - -   Other 2.00 1.528   
Note. No significant difference among instructional leaders and there were no participants of Hawaiian or Pacific 
Islander and Asian races. 
 
In Part B Item 12, the effectiveness of various strategies for assessment of low-achievers 
was surveyed.  The ‘Use of rubrics’ was a strategy found to be significant when investigating 
perceptions within each race of the teacher group.  The participant in the ‘American Indian or 
Alaska Native’ group chose ‘N/A, does not apply’ for this sub-item.  The participant within the 
‘African American or Black group perceived the ‘Use of rubrics’ for assessment of low-
achievers to be somewhat effective while those within the ‘Caucasian or White’ and ‘Other’ 




sub-items exhibiting a significant difference in responses for instructional leaders within this 
item.  (See Table 49.) 
Table 49 
One-way Analysis of Variance 
Race, Instructional leader perceptions vs. teacher perceptions 5 
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies assess low-
achievers: Use of Rubrics 
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies assess low-












   0.491 0.488    3.578 0.015 
Caucasian or 
White 
3.05 1.332   Caucasian or 
White 
2.97 0.961   
African American 
or Black 
4.00 -   African American 
or Black 
2.00 -   
American Indian 
or Alaska Native 
- -   American Indian 
or Alaska Native 
0.00 -   
Other - -   Other 2.86 0.690   
Note. No significant difference among instructional leaders and there were no 
participants of Hawaiian or Pacific Islander and Asian races. 
   
 
Ethnicity 
 The ethnicity of the survey participants was based on whether the participants identified 
as ‘Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin’ or ‘Not Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin’.  Within the 
instructional leaders group, one person identified as ‘Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin’ and all 
others (38) identified as ‘Not Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin’.  Four within the teacher group 
identified as ‘Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin’ while the other 153 participants in the teacher 
group identified as ‘Not Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin’. 
 In Part B Item 1, there were eight sub-items that indicated significant results within the 
survey for participants in the instructional leader group.  In all eight of the sub-items, ‘Direct 
presentation, such as lecture’; ‘Small groups working together’; ‘Group discussion/interactive 




minimum of teacher influence’; ‘Demonstration’; ‘Exploration of materials and techniques’; and 
‘Computer-Assisted Instruction, such as videos, PowerPoint, etc.’, the one participant who 
identified themselves as being of the ‘Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin’ indicated that these 
strategies did not apply to him/her.  The group of participants in the instructional leader group 
who identified as being of ‘Not Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin’ indicated that ‘Direct 
presentation, such as lecture’ (M=2.73); ‘Working with students one-on-one’ (M=2.78); 
‘Students developing individual projects with a minimum of teacher influence’ (M=2.14); 
‘Demonstration’ (M=2.81); and ‘Exploration of materials and techniques’ (M=2.49) were all 
teaching strategies that were used or seen for low-achievers infrequently to frequently.  The 
teaching strategies, ‘Small groups working together’ (M=3.38); ‘Group discussion/interactive 
dialogue’ (M=3.03); and ‘Computer-Assisted Instruction, such as videos, PowerPoint, etc.’ 
(M=3.11) were perceived as to be seen or used frequently to very frequently for low-achievers by 
the instructional leader group who identified as being of ‘Not Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish 
origin’.     
 There were also eight sub-items within the teacher group that exhibited a significance 
value of less than or equal to 0.05 but these were not all within Part B Item 1.  In Item 1, there 
was only one sub-item, ‘Group discussion/interactive dialogue’, where there was a significant 
difference (p=0.04) in the responses within the group.  The participants who identified with the 
‘Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin’ perceived the teaching strategy as being used/seen for low-
achievers infrequently to frequently (M=2.25) and those who identified as being of ‘Not 
Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin’ perceived the teaching strategy as being used/seen for low-
achievers frequently to very frequently (M=3.31).  There were three sub-items in Part B Item 4 




within the teacher group who identified with the ‘Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin’ perceived 
the questioning strategies of ‘Encouraging discussion between students’ and ‘One-to-one 
conversation’ as being strategies that are somewhat to moderately effective (M=2.25 and 
M=2.75, respectively) while those who identified with the ‘Not Hispanic, Latino, Spanish origin’ 
perceived these two strategies as being moderately to very effective (M=3.14 and M=3.49, 
respectively) for low-achievers.  Those who identified as ‘Hispanic, Latino, Spanish origin’ also 
perceived ‘Asking broad, open-ended questions’ to be much more ineffective (M=1.50) for low-
achievers but those who identified as ‘Not Hispanic, Latino, Spanish origin’ perceived this 
strategy as more effective (M=2.48) while still not as effective as the other strategies exhibited in 
Item 4.  Within Part B Items 11 and 12, participants who identified with the ‘Hispanic, Latino, or 
Spanish origin’ group exhibited low perceptions concerning the effectiveness of various 
instructional strategies using electronic technology and for assessing low-achievers as opposed to 
participants who identified as being of ‘Not Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin’.  For the 
instructional strategies using electronic technology effective for low-achievers, ‘Direct 
Instruction, such as PowerPoint’ (M=1.75) was perceived to be not at all to somewhat effective 
for ‘Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin’ participants and somewhat to moderately effective 
(M=2.97) for ‘Not Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin’ participants.  When data was analyzed for 
instructional strategies effective for assessment of low-achievers, the researcher found that the 
three sub-items found with a significance value less than or equal to 0.05, ‘Self-evaluation by 
students’; ‘Use of rubrics’; and ‘Portfolio review’ were all perceived as less than moderately 
effective where ‘Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin’ participants perceived them (M=0.50, 
M=2.00, M=0.00, respectively) as not at all effective to somewhat effective. ‘Not Hispanic, 




(M=2.97) as somewhat to moderately effective for low-achievers but shared the same 
perceptions of ‘Portfolio review’ (M=1.46) as ‘Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin’ participants.  
(See Tables 50, 51, 52, and 53.) 
Table 50 
One-way Analysis of Variance 
Ethnicity, Instructional leader perceptions vs. teacher perceptions 1 
Instructional Leader 
Frequency of teaching strategies: Direct 
presentations, such as lecture 
Teacher 
Frequency of teaching strategies: Direct 












   6.033 0.019    3.086 0.081 
Hispanic, Latino, 
Spanish origin 
0.00 -   Hispanic, Latino, 
Spanish origin 




2.73 1.097   Not Hispanic, 
Latino, Spanish 
origin 
2.77 0.823   
Instructional Leader 
Frequency of teaching strategies: Small groups 
working together 
Teacher 













   8.950 0.005    2.310 0.131 
Hispanic, Latino, 
Spanish origin 
0.00 -   Hispanic, Latino, 
Spanish origin 




3.38 1.114   Not Hispanic, 
Latino, Spanish 
origin 
3.50 0.650   
Instructional Leader 
Frequency of teaching strategies: Group 
discussion/interactive dialogue 
Teacher 













   6.301 0.017    8.735 0.004 
Hispanic, Latino, 
Spanish origin 
0.00 -   Hispanic, Latino, 
Spanish origin 




3.03 1.190   Not Hispanic, 
Latino, Spanish 
origin 
3.31 0.691   
          
          
          
          





Frequency of teaching strategies: Working with 
students one-on-one 
Teacher 













   5.871 0.021    1.383 0.241 
Hispanic, Latino, 
Spanish origin 
0.00 -   Hispanic, Latino, 
Spanish origin 




2.78 1.190   Not Hispanic, 
Latino, Spanish 
origin 
3.20 0.755   
Instructional Leader 
Frequency of teaching strategies: Students 
developing individual projects with a minimum of 
teacher influence 
Teacher 
Frequency of teaching strategies: Students 













   5.270 0.028    1.524 0.219 
Hispanic, Latino, 
Spanish origin 
0.00 -   Hispanic, Latino, 
Spanish origin 




2.14 0.918   Not Hispanic, 
Latino, Spanish 
origin 
2.23 0.839   
Instructional Leader 
Frequency of teaching strategies: Demonstration 
Teacher 












   6.341 0.016    0.209 0.648 
Hispanic, Latino, 
Spanish origin 
0.00 -   Hispanic, Latino, 
Spanish origin 




2.81 1.101   Not Hispanic, 
Latino, Spanish 
origin 
3.04 0.917   
Instructional Leader 
Frequency of teaching strategies: Exploration of 
materials and techniques 
Teacher 
Frequency of teaching strategies: Exploration of 












   5.012 0.031    0.635 0.427 
Hispanic, Latino, 
Spanish origin 
0.00 -   Hispanic, Latino, 
Spanish origin 




2.49 1.096   Not Hispanic, 
Latino, Spanish 
origin 
2.67 1.038   
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          





Frequency of teaching strategies: Computer-Assisted 
Instruction, such as videos, PowerPoint, etc. 
Teacher 
Frequency of teaching strategies: : Computer-












   8.146 0.007    1.642 0.202 
Hispanic, Latino, 
Spanish origin 
0.00 -   Hispanic, Latino, 
Spanish origin 




3.11 1.075   Not Hispanic, 
Latino, Spanish 
origin 
3.33 0.887   
Note. No significant difference among teachers except in ‘Group discussion/interactive dialogue’. 
 
Table 51 
One-way Analysis of Variance 
Ethnicity, Instructional leader perceptions vs. teacher perceptions 2 
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of questioning strategies for low-
achievers: Asking broad, open-ended questions 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of questioning strategies for low-












   1,636 0.209    4.332 0.039 
Hispanic, Latino, 
Spanish origin 
4.00 -   Hispanic, Latino, 
Spanish origin 




2.62 1.063   Not Hispanic, 
Latino, Spanish 
origin 
2.48 0.932   
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of questioning strategies for low-
achievers: Encouraging discussion between students 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of questioning strategies for low-













   0.459 0.503    4.290 0.040 
Hispanic, Latino, 
Spanish origin 
4.00 -   Hispanic, Latino, 
Spanish origin 




3.30 1.024   Not Hispanic, 
Latino, Spanish 
origin 
3.14 0.851   
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          





Effectiveness of questioning strategies for low-
achievers: One-on-one conversation 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of questioning strategies for low-












   0.350 0.558    4.663 0.032 
Hispanic, Latino, 
Spanish origin 
4.00 -   Hispanic, Latino, 
Spanish origin 






  Not Hispanic, 
Latino, Spanish 
origin 
3.49 0.680   
Note. No significant difference among instructional leaders. 
 
Table 52 
One-way Analysis of Variance 
Ethnicity, Instructional leader perceptions vs. teacher perceptions 3 
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies using 
electronic technology for low-achievers: Direct 
instruction, such as PowerPoint 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies using 
electronic technology for low-achievers: Direct 
















3.00 -   Hispanic, 
Latino, 
Spanish origin 






  Not Hispanic, 
Latino, 
Spanish origin 
2.97 0.764   
















One-way Analysis of Variance 
Ethnicity, Instructional leader perceptions vs. teacher perceptions 4 
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies for 
assessment of low-achievers: Self-evaluation by 
students 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies for 

















4.00 -   Hispanic, Latino, 
Spanish origin 




2.41 1.279   Not Hispanic, 
Latino, Spanish 
origin 
2.29 1.006   
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies for 
assessment of low-achievers: Use of rubrics 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies for 
















4.00 -   Hispanic, Latino, 
Spanish origin 




3.05 1.332   Not Hispanic, 
Latino, Spanish 
origin 
2.97 0.949   
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies for 
assessment of low-achievers: Portfolio review 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies for 
















4.00 -   Hispanic, Latino, 
Spanish origin 






  Not Hispanic, 
Latino, Spanish 
origin 
1.46 1.428   
Note. No significant difference among instructional leaders. 
 
Education 
 According to the data analysis for education and the instructional leader group, there was 




up to their Master’s degree; twenty-seven participants whose highest degree earned was an 
Educational Specialist (Ed.S); and five participants who had earned their Doctorate.  Within the 
teacher group, forty-three participants had earned up to their Bachelor’s degree.  The largest 
group within the teacher participants was the group who had earned up to their Master’s degree 
(68).  There were forty-three whose highest degree earned was the Ed. S. and three who had 
earned their Doctorate.   
 As evidenced in the data, there were no sub-items in Part B that revered significance 
values less than or equal to 0.05 within the instructional leader group based on the highest level 
of education earned.  This data indicated that all of the instructional leaders perceived the 
effectiveness and frequency of various instructional strategies about the same.  There were no 
significant differences in the perceptions of instructional leaders based on degrees earned.  
However, there were nineteen sub-items within Part B where there was a difference in the 
perceptions based on the responses of the participants who identified with the teacher group. 
 In Part B Item 1, there were six sub-items where there was a significant difference in the 
responses for various teachers based on their highest degree earned.  For Item 1, the participants 
who had earned a Doctorate responded to the frequency of various instructional strategies being 
seen/used for low-achievers indicating their perception to be rarely or never to infrequently for 
sub-items ‘Direct presentation, such as lecture’ (M=1.33); ‘Group discussion/interactive 
dialogue’ (M=2.00); ‘Working with students one-on-one’ (M=2.00); ‘Demonstration’ (M=0.67); 
and ‘Computer-Assisted Instruction, such as videos, PowerPoint, etc.’ (M=1.00).  This indicated 
that these three teachers do not see or use these instructional strategies very often for low-
achievers.  The same participants perceived ‘Small groups working together’ (M=2.33) as an 




instructional strategy, ‘Direct Instruction, such as PowerPoint’, teachers with a Bachelor’s 
(M=2.70), Master’s (M=2.91), or Ed.S. (M=2.79) perceived its use as being infrequent to 
frequent with the mean being closer to frequent for each.  These same participants perceived 
‘Small groups working together’ (M=3.51, M=3.56, M=3.44, respectively); Group 
discussion/interactive dialogue’ (M=3.19, M=3.37, M=3.33, respectively); ‘Working with 
students one-on-one’ (M=3.21, M=3.18, M=3.28, respectively); and ‘Computer-Assisted 
Instruction, such as videos, PowerPoint, etc.’ (M=3.40, M=3.35, M=3.33, respectively) as 
instructional strategies that are used/seen frequently to very frequently.  Within the sub-items, 
‘Demonstration’ and ‘Computer-Assisted Instruction, such as videos, PowerPoint, etc.’, the 
significance values were 0.0001 for both.  With a significance value of 0.0001, there is a highly 
unlikely possibility that the relationship between teacher and ethnicity is due to chance for this 
sub-item.  (See Table 54.) 
Table 54 
One-way Analysis of Variance 
Education, Instructional leader perceptions vs. teacher perceptions 1 
Instructional Leader 
Frequency of teaching strategies: Direct 
presentations, such as lecture 
Teacher 
Frequency of teaching strategies: Direct 












   1.030 0.392    4.015 0.009 
Bachelor’s 2.00 .   Bachelor’s 2.70 0.887   
Master’s 3.20 0.447   Master’s 2.91 0.768   
Ed.S. 2.48 1.312   Ed.S. 2.79 0.742   
Doctorate 3.20 0.447   Doctorate 1.33 1.155   
          
          
          
          
          
          





Frequency of teaching strategies: Small groups 
working together 
Teacher 













   0.279 0.840    3.619 0.015 
Bachelor’s 4.00 .   Bachelor’s 3.51 0.506   
Master’s 3.60 0.548   Master’s 3.56 0.557   
Ed.S. 3.19 1.415   Ed.S. 3.44 0.734   
Doctorate 3.40 0.548   Doctorate 2.33 2.082   
Instructional Leader 
Frequency of teaching strategies: Group 
discussion/interactive dialogue 
Teacher 













   0.830 0.487    3.976 0.009 
Bachelor’s 4.00 .   Bachelor’s 3.19 0.794   
Master’s 3.60 0.548   Master’s 3.37 0.644   
Ed.S. 2.85 1.406   Ed.S. 3.33 0.606   
Doctorate 2.60 0.894   Doctorate 2.00 1.732   
Instructional Leader 
Frequency of teaching strategies: Working with 
students one-on-one 
Teacher 













   0.049 0.985    2.750 0.045 
Bachelor’s 3.00 .   Bachelor’s 3.21 0.675   
Master’s 2.60 0.548   Master’s 3.18 0.732   
Ed.S. 2.74 1.347   Ed.S. 3.28 0.766   
Doctorate 2.60 1.140   Doctorate 2.00 1.732   
Instructional Leader 
Frequency of teaching strategies: Demonstration 
Teacher 












   0.120 0.948    8.549 0.0001 
Bachelor’s 3.00 .   Bachelor’s 2.95 0.975   
Master’s 3.00 0.000   Master’s 3.16 0.803   
Ed.S. 2.70 1.353   Ed.S. 3.12 0.762   
Doctorate 2.60 0.894   Doctorate 0.67 1.155   
Instructional Leader 
Frequency of teaching strategies: Computer-Assisted 
Instruction, such as videos, PowerPoint, etc. 
Teacher 
Frequency of teaching strategies: : Computer-Assisted 












   0.751 0.530    7.826 0.0001 
Bachelor’s 3.00 .   Bachelor’s 3.40 0.821   
Master’s 3.40 0.548   Master’s 3.35 0.824   
Ed.S. 2.85 1.322   Ed.S. 3.33 0.808   
Doctorate 3.60 0.548   Doctorate 1.00 1.732   




 Part B Item 2 responses were based on participant perceptions of the effectiveness of 
instructional strategies in motivation and inspiration to low-achievers.  Within this item there 
were three sub-items that had a significance value of less than or equal to 0.05, ‘Developing 
creative expression and sensitivity’ (p=0.016); ‘Field trips’ (p=0.027); and ‘Guest speakers’ 
(p=0.004).  Participants with an Ed.S. (M=3.23) perceived ‘Developing creative expression and 
sensitivity’ as more effective than any of the other participants within the teacher group.  All 
other participants perceived this strategy as being somewhat to moderately effective.  According 
to the data analysis, as the participants’ education increased, the perceptions of ‘Field trips’ and 
‘Guest speakers’ moved into the direction of the strategy becoming more effective from the 
participants’ perspective.  (See Table 55.) 
Table 55 
One-way Analysis of Variance 
Education, Instructional leader perceptions vs. teacher perceptions 2 
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to motivate 
and inspire low-achievers: Developing creative 
expression and sensitivity 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to motivate 
and inspire low-achievers: Developing creative 












   0.300 0.825    3.525 0.016 
Bachelor’s 2.00 .   Bachelor’s 2.74 0.978   
Master’s 2.80 0.447   Master’s 2.75 0.983   
Ed.S. 2.96 1.160   Ed.S. 3.23 0.812   
Doctorate 3.00 0.707   Doctorate 2.00 1.732   
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to motivate 
and inspire low-achievers: Field trips 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to motivate 












   0.940 0.432    3.131 0.027 
Bachelor’s 2.00 .   Bachelor’s 1.95 1.290   
Master’s 2.20 1.483   Master’s 2.65 1.255   
Ed.S. 2.78 1.219   Ed.S. 2.63 1.134   





Effectiveness of instructional strategies to motivate 
and inspire low-achievers: Guest speakers 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to motivate 












   0.292 0.831    4.700 0.004 
Bachelor’s 2.00 .   Bachelor’s 1.40 1.330   
Master’s 2.00 1.225   Master’s 1.97 1.393   
Ed.S. 2.44 1.013   Ed.S. 2.44 1.076   
Doctorate 2.40 1.140   Doctorate 2.33 2.082   
Note. Ed.S.-Educational Specialist. No significant difference among instructional leaders 
 
 Participants with a Doctorate (M=2.67) did not perceive the instructional strategy 
‘Showing a progressive series of examples’ as effective for low-achievers for demonstrating 
concepts and techniques as participants with their highest degree being Bachelor’s (M=3.23), 
Master’s (M=3.54), or Ed.S. (M=3.56).  This was also true for using ‘Active Listening’ as a 
questioning strategy for low-achievers.  Participants with a Doctorate (M=2.33) perceived this 
strategy as less effective than their counterparts (Bachelor’s M=2.65, Master’s M=3.10, Ed.S. 
M=3.63).  For Part B Item 7 concerning instructional strategies found to be effective in closure 
for low-achievers, more participants in the teacher group for whom their highest degree was a 
Doctorate perceived ‘Reflecting on the activity or discussion’; ‘Specifically relating the concept 
to the activity’; ‘Reinforcement and praise’; ‘Showing my own satisfaction’ less effective for 
low-achievers than did participants with a Bachelor’s, Master’s, or Ed.S. based on the mean of 
the responses for each sub-item.  Participants with a Doctorate (M=2.00) in the teacher group 
described their lesson/unit planning as using ‘General lesson/unit plans’ infrequently while 
teachers with a Bachelor’s (M=2.49) and Ed.S. (M=2.91) described their planning with general 
lesson plans as infrequently to frequently and those with a Master’s (M=3.19) being frequently to 
very frequently.  The same participants having their Doctorate also perceived various strategies 
for assessment of low-achievers significantly less effective than other participants who did not 




‘Individual conversation with student’ (M=2.67); and ‘Direct observation of work’ (M=2.33), 
were perceived as being not at all effective to moderately effective for low-achievers by teachers 
with a Doctorate.  Teachers with a Bachelor’s, Master’s, or Ed.S. perceived these two strategies 
to be moderately effective to very effective for assessment of low-achievers.  The ‘Use of 
rubrics’ was perceived much less effective by all teachers except teachers with an Ed.S who 
perceived rubrics as moderately to very effective (M=3.23) for low-achievers.  Teachers with a 
Bachelor’s (M=2.72) or a Master’s (M=2.96) perceived rubrics to be somewhat to moderately 
effective while teachers with a Doctorate (M=1.67) perceived them to be not at all to somewhat 
effective as a strategy for assessing low-achievers.  (See Tables 56, 57, 58, 59, and 60.) 
 Table 56 
One-way Analysis of Variance 
Education, Instructional leader perceptions vs. teacher perceptions 3 
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies in 
demonstrating concepts and techniques for low-
achievers: Showing a progressive series of examples 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies in 
demonstrating concepts and techniques for low-












   0.538 0.660    3.028 0.031 
Bachelor’s 3.00 .   Bachelor’s 3.23 0.895   
Master’s 4.00 0.000   Master’s 3.54 0.609   
Ed.S. 3.44 1.121   Ed.S. 3.56 0.590   
Doctorate 3.60 0.548   Doctorate 2.67 2.309   











 Table 57 
One-way Analysis of Variance 
Education, Instructional leader perceptions vs. teacher perceptions 4 
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of questioning strategies for low-
achievers: Active listening 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of questioning strategies for low-












   0.217 0.884    3.540 0.016 
Bachelor’s 3.00 .   Bachelor’s 2.65 1.066   
Master’s 3.00 0.707   Master’s 3.10 0.736   
Ed.S. 2.81 1.145   Ed.S. 3.16 0.814   
Doctorate 3.20 0.447   Doctorate 2.33 2.082   
Note. Ed.S.-Educational Specialist. No significant difference among instructional leaders 
 
Table 58 
One-way Analysis of Variance 
Education, Instructional leader perceptions vs. teacher perceptions 5 
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies for closure 
for low-achievers: Reflecting on the activity or 
discussion 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies for closure 













   0.840 0.481    4.352 0.006 
Bachelor’s 4.00 .   Bachelor’s 3.28 0.701   
Master’s 4.00 0.000   Master’s 3.13 0.790   
Ed.S. 3.30 1.103   Ed.S. 3.60 0.495   
Doctorate 3.40 0.548   Doctorate 2.67 2.309   
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies for closure 
for low-achievers: Specifically relating the concept 
to the activity 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies for closure 
for low-achievers: Specifically relating the concept 












   0.536 0.661    6.495 0.0001 
Bachelor’s 4.00 .   Bachelor’s 3.35 0.529   
Master’s 3.80 0.447   Master’s 3.37 0.862   
Ed.S. 3.37 1.115   Ed.S. 3.70 0.465   
Doctorate 3.80 0.447   Doctorate 2.00 1.732   
          
          





Effectiveness of instructional strategies for closure 
for low-achievers: Reinforcement and praise 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies for closure 












   0.340 0..796    3.697 0.013 
Bachelor’s 4.00 .   Bachelor’s 3.33 0.644   
Master’s 3.20 0.447   Master’s 3.47 0.743   
Ed.S. 3.37 1.149   Ed.S. 3.60 0.541   
Doctorate 3.00 0.707   Doctorate 2.33 2.082   
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies for closure 
for low-achievers: Showing my own satisfaction 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies for closure 












   0.336 0.799    4.981 0.003 
Bachelor’s 4.00 .   Bachelor’s 2.72 1.098   
Master’s 2.80 0.447   Master’s 3.03 1.065   
Ed.S. 2.85 1.292   Ed.S. 3.28 0.734   
Doctorate 2.80 0.447   Doctorate 1.33 1.528   
Note. Ed.S.-Educational Specialist. No significant difference among instructional leaders 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     
Table 59 
One-way Analysis of Variance 
Education, Instructional leader perceptions vs. teacher perceptions 6 
Instructional Leader 
Describe your lesson/unit planning: I write general 
lesson/unit plans 
Teacher 













   1.917 0.145    4.365 0.006 
Bachelor’s 4.00 .   Bachelor’s 2.49 1.316   
Master’s 0.80 1.789   Master’s 3.19 0.902   
Ed.S. 1.04 1.581   Ed.S. 2.91 1.109   
Doctorate 2.20 1.304   Doctorate 2.00 1.000   











One-way Analysis of Variance 
Education, Instructional leader perceptions vs. teacher perceptions 7 
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to assess 
low-achievers: Individual conversation with student 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to assess 












   0.664 0.580    2.782 0.043 
Bachelor’s 3.00 .   Bachelor’s 3.21 0.742   
Master’s 3.60 0.548   Master’s 3.29 0.847   
Ed.S. 2.89 1.528   Ed.S. 3.60 0.583   
Doctorate 3.60 0.548   Doctorate 2.67 2.309   
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to assess 
low-achievers: Use of rubrics 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to assess 












   0.765 0.521    3.930 0.010 
Bachelor’s 3.00 .   Bachelor’s 2.72 0.908   
Master’s 3.80 0.447   Master’s 2.96 1.028   
Ed.S. 2.89 1.502   Ed.S. 3.23 0.812   
Doctorate 3.40 0.548   Doctorate 1.67 1.528   
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to assess 
low-achievers: Direct observation of work 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to assess 












   0.023 0.995    4.393 0.005 
Bachelor’s 3.00 .   Bachelor’s 3.37 0.655   
Master’s 3.20 0.447   Master’s 3.56 0.632   
Ed.S. 3.04 1.531   Ed.S. 3.60 0.495   
Doctorate 3.00 0.707   Doctorate 2.33 2.082   
Note. Ed.S.-Educational Specialist. No significant difference among instructional leaders 
 
Number of years’ experience in teaching 
As data was analyzed for instructional leaders and teachers who participated in the 
survey, the data exhibited within Part A Item 6 indicated that there were no instructional leaders 
who had only 1-5 years’ experience in teaching.  There were more instructional leaders who had 
21 or more years’ experience in teaching (16) than any other category within this item.  The 




experience in teaching, nine with 10-15 years’ experience in teaching, and nine with 16-20 years’ 
experience in teaching.  Among the participants who identified themselves as teachers, the data 
was almost evenly distributed across all categories within this item based on years’ experience in 
teaching: 33 with 1-5 years’ experience; 29 with 6-10 years’ experience; 31 with 11-15 years’ 
experience; 30 with 16-20 years’ experience; and 34 with 21 or more years’ experience.   
Within the data for instructional leaders there was only one sub-item that indicated a 
significance value of less than or equal to 0.05 which was in Part B Item 2 concerning 
instructional strategies for motivation and inspiration to low-achievers.  In the sub-item 
concerning ‘Journal writing’, the significance value was 0.024 indicating that the data gathered 
within this sub-item was unlikely to be due to chance.  As the data indicated, instructional 
leaders with 11-15 years’ experience (M=3.22) perceived ‘Journal writing’ to be moderately 
effective to very effective as a strategy for motivation and inspiration to low-achievers while 
instructional leaders with 16-20 (M=2.56) and 21 or more years’ experience in teaching 
(M=2.19) perceived the strategy to be somewhat to moderately effective for motivating and 
inspiring low-achievers.  Instructional leaders with 6-10 years’ experience in teaching (M=1.75) 
saw the strategy as one that was not at all to somewhat effective for motivating and inspiring 












One-way Analysis of Variance 
No. of years’ experience in teaching, Instructional leader perceptions vs. teacher perceptions 1 
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to motivate 
and inspire low-achievers: Journal writing 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to motivate 


















   3.576 0.024    0.484 0.747 
1-5 - -   1-5 2.24 1.001   
6-10 1.75 0.957   6-10 2.48 1.022   
11-15 3.22 0.441   11-15 2.45 0.810   
16-20 2.56 0.527   16-20 2.57 1.135   
21 or more 2.19 1.167   21 or more 2.53 1.161   
Note.  No significant difference among teachers 
 
As data was analyzed for the participants who identified as teachers, the researcher found 
five sub-items within Part B which gave a significance value of less than or equal to 0.05, two of 
which concerned planning lessons/units for their classrooms.  Item 8 within Part B initiated 
responses regarding the influence of such items as ‘Personal experience’ (p=0.003) and 
‘Suggestions and choices of students’ (p=0.006) for lesson/unit planning and preparation.  The 
data indicated that teachers perceived ‘Personal experience’ a moderate to strong influence on 
their lesson/unit planning and preparation.  The influence of ‘Suggestions and choices of 
students’ on teacher planning and preparation varied based on years’ experience in teaching.  
Teachers who had 1-5 (M=2.61), 6-10 (M=2.48), and 16-20 (M=2.90) years’ experience in 
teaching indicated that ‘Suggestions and choices of students’ had a slight to moderate influence 
on their planning and preparation while teachers who had 11-15 (M=3.06) and 21 or more 
(M=3.15) years’ experience in teaching perceived this to have a moderate to strong influence on 
their teaching.  Concerning the frequency of how often the teachers assess/evaluate the progress 
and achievement of students, ‘Group discussion/interactive dialogue’ and ‘Demonstration’ 




with infrequently to frequently for using ‘Group discussion/interactive dialogue’ were teachers 
who have had 6-10 years’ experience in teaching (M=2.97) while all other teachers used this 
strategy frequently to very frequently.  In terms of ‘Demonstration’, teachers with more years’ 
experience responded with using this strategy frequently to very frequently while teachers with 
less than 15 years’ experience in teaching responded that they use ‘Demonstration’ infrequently 
to frequently.    Teachers with 6-10 years’ experience ‘Attend college or university courses’ to 
address their own professional development more often than all other teachers (infrequently to 
frequently with a M=2.07).  Teachers with 1-5 years’ experience in teaching (M=1.82); 11-15 
(M=1.39); 16-20 (M=1.33); and 21 or more (M=1.38) responded stating they rarely or never to 
infrequently address their own professional development by ‘Attending college or university 
courses’.  There were no sub-items with significant differences in responses for instructional 
leaders.  (See Tables 62, 63, and 64). 
Table 62 
One-way Analysis of Variance 
No. of years’ experience in teaching, Instructional leader perceptions vs. teacher perceptions 2 
Instructional Leader 
Extent planning and preparation is based on 
personal experience 
Teacher 



















   1.416 0.255    4.162 0.003 
1-5 - -   1-5 3.03 1.075   
6-10 3.75 0.500   6-10 3.10 0.724   
11-15 2.56 1.590   11-15 3.52 0.677   
16-20 3.44 0.726   16-20 3.37 0.718   
21 or more 2.50 1.789   21 or more 3.68 0.475   
          
          
          
          
          
          
          





Extent planning and preparation is based on 
suggestions and choices of students 
Teacher 
Extent planning and preparation is based on 


















   2.708 0.061    3.721 0.006 
1-5 - -   1-5 2.61 1.029   
6-10 3.50 0.577   6-10 2.48 1.056   
11-15 2.44 1.509   11-15 3.06 0.442   
16-20 3.44 0.527   16-20 2.90 0.403   
21 or more 2.00 1.713   21 or more 3.15 0.958   
Note. No significant difference among instructional leaders 
 
Table 63 
One-way Analysis of Variance 
No. of years’ experience in teaching, Instructional leader perceptions vs. teacher perceptions 3 
Instructional Leader 
Frequency of strategies to assess/evaluate student 
progress and achievement: Group 
discussion/interactive dialogue 
Teacher 
Frequency of strategies to assess/evaluate student 



















   0.609 0.614    2.427 0.050 
1-5 - -   1-5 3.27 0.574   
6-10 2.75 1.893   6-10 2.97 0.778   
11-15 1.67 2.000   11-15 3.10 0.597   
16-20 2.33 1.414   16-20 3.30 0.596   
21 or more 1.69 1.778   21 or more 3.41 0.609   
Instructional Leader 
Frequency of strategies to assess/evaluate student 
progress and achievement: Demonstration 
Teacher 
Frequency of strategies to assess/evaluate student 


















   0.290 0.832    2.574 0.040 
1-5 - -   1-5 2.85 0.834   
6-10 2.00 1.414   6-10 2.79 0.940   
11-15 1.44 1.740   11-15 2.81 0.654   
16-20 2.11 1.269   16-20 3.20 0.761   
21 or more 1.69 1.778   21 or more 3.29 0.970   










One-way Analysis of Variance 
No. of years’ experience in teaching, Instructional leader perceptions vs. teacher perceptions 4 
Instructional Leader 
Frequency of addressing professional development 
by attending college or university courses 
Teacher 
Frequency of addressing professional development 


















   0.209 0.889    2.912 0.023 
1-5 - -   1-5 1.82 1.286   
6-10 2.25 1.258   6-10 2.07 1.163   
11-15 2.00 1.118   11-15 1.39 1.022   
16-20 1.89 0.601   16-20 1.33 0.844   
21 or more 2.13 0.806   21 or more 1.38 0.922   
Note. No significant difference among instructional leaders 
 
Number of years’ experience in administration 
 The responses based on years in administration indicated that there were ten instructional 
leaders that responded they have had no years’ experience in administration.  The researcher 
must assume that this is in response to having only part of a full year in administration and that 
these instructional leaders must have been experiencing their first year as a leader at the time the 
survey was completed.  There were one hundred fifty-four teachers with no years’ experience in 
administration.  There were 15 instructional leaders and 3 teachers with 1-5 years in 
administration; 6 instructional leaders and 0 teachers with 6-10 years; 4 instructional leaders and 
0 teachers with 11-15 years; 3 instructional leaders and 0 teachers with 16-20 years; and 0 
instructional leaders and teachers with 21 or more years in administration.   
 In looking through the data, instructional leaders with 11-15 years’ experience in 
administration responded more with the perception that many strategies were less effective for 
low-achievers and that various methods were used infrequently as compared with other 




responses within Part B Item 1, instructional leaders with 11-15 years’ experience in 
administration see or use ‘Small groups working together’ rarely or never to infrequently 
(M=1.75) while those with 16-20 years’ experience (M=2.67) see or use the strategy with low 
achievers infrequently to frequently while there were no significant differences in responses for 
teachers.  All other instructional leaders see or use ‘Small groups working together’ as a strategy 
for low-achievers frequently to very frequently.  There was no significant differences observed in 
the sub-items within this item for teachers.  (See Table 65.) 
Table 65 
One-way Analysis of Variance 
No. of years’ experience in administration, Instructional leader vs. teacher perceptions 1 
Instructional Leader 
Frequency of teaching strategies: Small groups 
working together 
Teacher 



















   2.797 0.042     1.853 0.175 
0 3.80 0.42   0 3.48 0.659   
1-5 3.33 1.047   1-5 4.00 0.000   
6-10 3.67 0.516   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.75 2.062   11-15 - -   
16-20 2.67 2.309   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
Note. No significant difference among teachers 
  
In Part B Item 2 all sub-items held a significance value of less than or equal to 0.050 
except two of the nine sub-items for responses of instructional leaders.  There were no significant 
differences in responses of teachers in any sub-item for Part B Item 2.  Within each of the seven 
sub-items, instructional leaders who have had 11-15 years’ experience in administration 
perceived the instructional strategies not at all to somewhat effective for motivation and 




variety of media and processes’, ‘Developing technical skills’, ‘Developing creative expression 
and sensitivity’, ‘Games and simulations’, ‘Incorporation of other cultures into curriculum’, 
‘Guest speakers’, or ‘Exhibiting student work’ as effective instructional strategies for low-
achievers.  For ‘Working with a wide variety of media and processes’, ‘Developing technical 
skills’, ‘Developing creative expression and sensitivity’, and ‘Games and simulations’ 
instructional leaders with 1-10 years’ experience and 16-20 years’ experience in administration 
all perceived these strategies as moderately effective to very effective for motivation and 
inspiration to low-achievers.  The same holds true for Part B Item 3.  Instructional leaders with 
11-15 years’ experience in administration perceived instructional strategies for demonstrating 
concepts and techniques among low-achievers to be not at all to somewhat effective.  Such 
strategies were ‘Teachers demonstrates step-by-step’, Inviting student demonstration’, ‘Showing 
a completed example’, and ‘Showing a progressive series of examples’ where all other 
instructional leaders perceived these strategies to be moderately effective to very effective for 
demonstrating concepts and techniques for low-achievers.  Among questioning strategies for 
low-achievers in Part B Item 4, instructional leaders with 6-15 years’ experience in 
administration perceived instructional strategies less effective than all other instructional leaders.  
For strategies such as ‘Asking for distinct facts and clear information’, ‘Asking broad, open-
ended questions’, ‘Encouraging discussion between students’, ‘Anticipatory set/Activating 
strategy as review’, ‘Brainstorming and mind-mapping’, ‘Active listening’, ‘One-to-one 
conversation’ and ‘Checks for understanding through open-ended questions’, instructional 
leaders with 11-15 years’ experience in administration perceived all of these to be not at all to 
somewhat effective as questioning strategies for low-achievers.  There was a significant 




administration perceived using ‘One-to-one conversation’ with students a moderately to very 
effective questioning strategy for low achievers while the teachers with 1-5 years’ experience in 
administration perceived it to be somewhat to moderately effective.  The same trend was 
observed for instructional leaders with 11-15 years’ experience in administration where they 
perceived ‘Appointing groups (such as tables) each session’ and ‘Relying on responsible 
students’ for logistical strategies within the classroom as not at all to somewhat effective while 
all other instructional leaders perceived these strategies to be somewhat to very effective within 
the classroom.  There was a significant difference in the perceptions among instructional leaders 
in terms of instructional strategies used for closure for low-achievers.  There were no 
instructional strategies in the survey found by instructional leaders with 11-15 years’ experience 
in administration within Part B Item 7 to be effective in closure for low-achievers while all other 
instructional leaders perceived them to be moderately to very effective for low-achievers in 
closure.  In terms of instructional strategies using electronic technology to teach low-achievers, 
instructional leaders with more than 11 years’ experience in administration perceived ‘Direct 
instruction, such as PowerPoint’, and ‘Online handouts, materials for students’ to be not at all 
effective for low-achievers.  Instructional leaders with less than 11 years’ experience in 
administration perceived these strategies as somewhat to moderately effective.  Those with more 
than 11 years’ experience in administration perceived ‘Assessment and grading, such as 
Clickers/ActiVotes’ as not at all to somewhat effective for low-achievers while instructional 
leaders with less than 11 years’ administration experience reported this strategy to be moderately 
to very effective as an instructional strategy for low-achievers.  Within strategies for assessment 
of low achievers, there were two strategies found with a significance value of less than or equal 




with student’) and two for teachers (‘Self-evaluation by students’ and ‘Use of formal grading 
criteria’).  Instructional leaders with no full years’ experience perceived using ‘General overall 
performance’ to be a moderately to very effective strategy to use for low-achievers while leaders 
with 1-10 years’ experience in administration and those with 16-20 years’ experience perceived 
it to be a somewhat to moderately effective assessment strategy for low-achievers.  Leaders with 
11-15 years’ administrative experience perceived assessment using ‘General overall 
performance’ to be not at all effective to somewhat effective for low-achievers.  Those same 
leaders perceived using the instructional strategy, ‘Individual conversation with student’, as not 
at all to somewhat effective for low-achievers while instructional leaders with 0-10 years’ 
experience in administration perceived it to be moderately to very effective.  Teachers with no 
experience in administration perceived ‘Self-evaluation by students’ and ‘Use of formal grading 
criteria’ as more effective than teachers who have had 1-5 years’ experience in administration.  
There were only three items found to have a significant difference within teacher responses 
within these items (one-to-one conversation, self-evaluation by students, and use of formal 















One-way Analysis of Variance 
No. of years’ experience in administration, Instructional leader vs. teacher perceptions 2 
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to motivate and 
inspire low-achievers: Working with a wide variety of 
media and processes 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to motivate and 
inspire low-achievers: Working with a wide variety of 


















   13.118 0.000    0.598 0.441 
0 3.30 0.675   0 3.24 0.950   
1-5 3.60 0.632   1-5 3.67 0.577   
6-10 3.50 0.548   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.00 1.155   11-15 - -   
16-20 4.00 0.000   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to motivate 
and inspire low-achievers: Developing technical skills 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to motivate 



















   3.394 0.020    0.476 0.491 
0 3.00 1.155   0 2.93 1.010   
1-5 3.27 0.594   1-5 3.33 0.577   
6-10 3.17 1.169   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.25 1.500   11-15 - -   
16-20 3.00 1.000   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to motivate 
and inspire low-achievers: Developing creative 
expression and sensitivity 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to motivate 
and inspire low-achievers: Developing creative 


















   4.266 0.007    0.057 0.811 
0 3.10 0.738   0 2.86 0.977   
1-5 3.20 0.775   1-5 3.00 1.000   
6-10 2.83 0.753   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.25 1.500   11-15 - -   
16-20 3.33 1.155   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
          
          
          
          
          
          





Effectiveness of instructional strategies to motivate 
and inspire low-achievers: Games and Simulations 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to motivate 


















   7.394 0.000    2.159 0.144 
0 3.50 0.850   0 3.37 0.808   
1-5 3.53 0.640   1-5 2.67 1.528   
6-10 3.17 0.753   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.25 1.500   11-15 - -   
16-20 4.00 0.000   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to motivate 
and inspire low-achievers: Incorporation of other 
cultures into curriculum 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to motivate 
and inspire low-achievers: Incorporation of other 


















   5.934 0.001    0.163 0.687 
0 2.80 0.632   0 2.40 1.117   
1-5 2.87 0.990   1-5 2.67 1.528   
6-10 2.00 0.632   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.00 1.155   11-15 - -   
16-20 3.67 0.577   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to motivate 
and inspire low-achievers: Guest speakers 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to motivate 


















   2.674 0.049    0.632 0.428 
0 2.70 0.823   0 1.96 1.357   
1-5 2.53 1.125   1-5 1.33 1.155   
6-10 2.17 0.408   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.00 1.155   11-15 - -   
16-20 2.67 0.577   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to motivate 
and inspire low-achievers: Exhibiting student work 
Teachers 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to motivate 


















   2.869 0.038    0.096 0.758 
0 2.80 0.789   0 2.84 0.939   
1-5 3.00 0.845   1-5 2.67 1.528   
6-10 2.67 0.516   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.25 1.500   11-15 - -   
16-20 2.67 1.528   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   





One-way Analysis of Variance 
No. of years’ experience in administration, Instructional leader vs. teacher perceptions 3 
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to 
demonstrate concepts and techniques among low-
achievers: Teacher demonstrates step-by-step 
Teachers 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to 
demonstrate concepts and techniques among low-


















   8.713 0.000    0.367 0.545 
0 3.60 0.699   0 3.57 0.665   
1-5 3.60 0.632   1-5 3.33 1.155   
6-10 3.67 0.516   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.25 1.500   11-15 - -   
16-20 3.33 0.577   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to 
demonstrate concepts and techniques among low-
achievers: Inviting student demonstration 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to 
demonstrate concepts and techniques among low-


















   8.774 0.000    0.024 0.876 
0 3.60 0.516   0 3.08 0.936   
1-5 3.27 0.799   1-5 3.00 0.0001   
6-10 3.00 0.632   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.00 1.155   11-15 - -   
16-20 3.00 1.000   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to 
demonstrate concepts and techniques among low-
achievers: Showing completed example 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to 
demonstrate concepts and techniques among low-


















   4.429 0.006    1.668 0.198 
0 3.70 0.483   0 3.42 0.781   
1-5 3.27 0.884   1-5 4.00 0.0001   
6-10 3.17 0.753   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.50 1.915   11-15 - -   
16-20 3.67 0.577   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
          
          
          





Effectiveness of instructional strategies to 
demonstrate concepts and techniques among low-
achievers: Showing progressive series of examples 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to 
demonstrate concepts and techniques among low-


















   9.136 0.000    0.261 0.610 
0 3.70 0.483   0 3.44 0.758   
1-5 3.80 0.414   1-5 3.67 0.577   
6-10 3.67 0.516   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.50 1.915   11-15 - -   
16-20 4.00 0.000   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to 
demonstrate concepts and techniques among low-
achievers: Free exploration and experimentation 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to 
demonstrate concepts and techniques among low-


















   4.529 0.005    0.444 0.506 
0 2.90 0.738   0 2.42 1.071   
1-5 3.07 0.961   1-5 2.00 1.000   
6-10 2.00 0.632   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.25 1.500   11-15 - -   
16-20 3.33 0.577   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to 
demonstrate concepts and techniques among low-
achievers: Guided practice/students make practice 
piece 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to 
demonstrate concepts and techniques among low-



















   13.313 0.000    1.405 0.238 
0 3.70 0.483   0 3.27 0.865   
1-5 3.80 0.414   1-5 2.67 1.528   
6-10 2.83 0.753   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.25 1.500   11-15 - -   
16-20 3.67 0.577   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          





Effectiveness of instructional strategies to 
demonstrate concepts and techniques among low-
achievers: Demonstration through video or 
computer-assisted instruction 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies to 
demonstrate concepts and techniques among low-



















   6.410 0.001    0.516 0.473 
0 3.20 0.422   0 2.96 0.885   
1-5 2.93 0.594   1-5 3.33 1.155   
6-10 3.00 0.632   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.25 1.500   11-15 - -   
16-20 3.33 0.577   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
Note. No significant difference among teachers. 
Table 68 
One-way Analysis of Variance 
No. of years’ experience in administration, Instructional leader vs. teacher perceptions 4 
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of questioning strategies for low-
achievers: Asking for distinct facts and clear 
information 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of questioning strategies for low-



















   5.378 0.002    1.083 0.300 
0 2.90 0.876   0 3.14 0.787   
1-5 3.40 0.632   1-5 2.67 0.577   
6-10 2.83 0.753   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.25 1.500   11-15 - -   
16-20 2.67 0.577   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of questioning strategies for low-
achievers: Asking broad, open-ended questions 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of questioning strategies for low-


















   4.363 0.006    0.711 0.400 
0 2.90 0.994   0 2.46 0.937   
1-5 3.07 0.799   1-5 2.00 1.000   
6-10 2.33 1.033   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.00 1.155   11-15 - -   
16-20 2.67 0.577   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
          
          
          
          





Effectiveness of questioning strategies for low-
achievers: Encouraging discussion between students 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of questioning strategies for low-



















   10.421 0.000    0.055 0.815 
0 3.90 0.316   0 3.12 0.855   
1-5 3.47 0.640   1-5 3.00 1.000   
6-10 3.17 0.753   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.25 1.500   11-15 - -   
16-20 3.67 0.577   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of questioning strategies for low-
achievers: Anticipatory set/Activating strategy as 
review 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of questioning strategies for low-



















   14.837 0.000    0.071 0.791 
0 3.70 0.483   0 3.14 0.879   
1-5 3.80 0.414   1-5 3.00 1.000   
6-10 3.00 0.632   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.25 1.500   11-15 - -   
16-20 4.00 0.000   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of questioning strategies for low-
achievers: Brainstorming and mind-mapping 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of questioning strategies for low-


















   6.315 0.001    0.016 0.898 
0 3.60 0.699   0 2.94 0.868   
1-5 3.33 0.816   1-5 3.00 1.000   
6-10 2.83 0.753   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.25 1.500   11-15 - -   
16-20 3.67 0.577   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of questioning strategies for low-
achievers: Active listening 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of questioning strategies for low-


















   4.209 0.007    1.557 0.214 
0 3.10 0.994   0 2.99 0.904   
1-5 3.20 0.775   1-5 2.33 1.155   
6-10 2.83 0.408   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.25 1.500   11-15 - -   
16-20 3.00 0.000   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   





Effectiveness of questioning strategies for low-
achievers: One-to-one conversation 
Teachers 
Effectiveness of questioning strategies for low-


















   10.086 0.000    4.315 0.039 
0 3.80 0.422   0 3.49 0.659   
1-5 3.53 0.743   1-5 2.67 1.528   
6-10 3.50 0.548   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.25 1.500   11-15 - -   
16-20 4.00 0.000   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of questioning strategies for low-
achievers: Checks for understanding through open-
ended questioning 
Teachers 
Effectiveness of questioning strategies for low-



















   9.149 0.000    0.419 0.519 
0 3.50 .707   0 3.02 0.925   
1-5 3.40 0.737   1-5 2.67 1.528   
6-10 3.00 0.632   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.00 1.155   11-15 - -   
16-20 3.33 0.577   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   


















One-way Analysis of Variance 
No. of years’ experience in administration, Instructional leader vs. teacher perceptions 5 
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of logistical strategies within the 
classroom: Appointing groups (such as tables) each 
session 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of logistical strategies within the 



















   2.935 0.035    0.788 0.376 
0 3.50 0.527   0 2.64 1.337   
1-5 3.20 1.146   1-5 3.33 1.155   
6-10 2.17 1.835   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.50 1.915   11-15 - -   
16-20 3.67 0.577   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of logistical strategies within the 
classroom: Relying on responsible students 
Teachers 
Effectiveness of logistical strategies within the 


















   3.886 0.011    0.329 0.567 
0 3.00 0.816   0 3.04 1.108   
1-5 2.73 1.100   1-5 2.67 1.528   
6-10 1.33 1.211   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.25 1.500   11-15 - -   
16-20 3.00 1.000   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
















One-way Analysis of Variance 
No. of years’ experience in administration, Instructional leader vs. teacher perceptions 6 
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies in closure for 
low-achievers: Emphasizing the concept 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies in closure 


















   8.215 0.000    0.254 0.615 
0 3.20 0.919   0 3.09 0.827   
1-5 3.47 0.743   1-5 3.33 0.577   
6-10 3.50 0.548   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.00 1.155   11-15 - -   
16-20 3.00 0.000   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies in closure for 
low-achievers: Reflecting on the activity or 
discussion 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies in closure 



















   13.651 0.000    0.009 0.927 
0 3.80 0.422   0 3.29 0.766   
1-5 3.73 0.458   1-5 3.33 0.577   
6-10 3.33 0.516   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.25 1.500   11-15 - -   
16-20 3.67 0.577   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies in closure for 
low-achievers: Summarizing the activity or 
discussion 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies in closure 



















   7.794 0.000    0.555 0.457 
0 3.70 0.483   0 3.34 0.744   
1-5 3.73 0.458   1-5 3.67 0.577   
6-10 3.50 0.548   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.50 1.915   11-15 - -   
16-20 3.67 0.577   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
          
          
          
          





Effectiveness of instructional strategies in closure for 
low-achievers: Specifically relating the concept to 
the activity 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies in closure 
for low-achievers: Specifically relating the concept 


















   15.025 0.000    0.316 0.575 
0 3.70 0.483   0 3.42 0.748   
1-5 3.80 0.414   1-5 3.67 0.577   
6-10 3.67 0.516   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.25 1.500   11-15 - -   
16-20 4.00 0.000   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies in closure for 
low-achievers: Reinforcement and praise 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies in closure 


















   8.713 0.000    0.287 0.593 
0 3.70 0.483   0 3.44 0.723   
1-5 3.47 0.640   1-5 3.67 0.577   
6-10 3.67 0.816   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.25 1.500   11-15 - -   
16-20 3.33 0.577   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies in closure for 
low-achievers: Showing my own satisfaction 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies in closure 


















   2.880 0.038    0.349 0.555 
0 3.20 1.229   0 2.97 1.048   
1-5 3.00 0.845   1-5 3.33 0.577   
6-10 3.00 0.632   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.25 1.500   11-15 - -   
16-20 3.00 1.000   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   











One-way Analysis of Variance 
No. of years’ experience in administration, Instructional leader vs. teacher perceptions 7 
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies using 
electronic technology for low-achievers: Direct 
instruction, such as PowerPoint 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies using 
electronic technology for low-achievers: Direct 


















   3.402 0.020    0.019 0.890 
0 2.60 0.843   0 2.94 0.798   
1-5 2.33 0.816   1-5 3.00 1.000   
6-10 2.33 0.816   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.00 1.155   11-15 - -   
16-20 1.00 1.732   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies using 
electronic technology for low-achievers: Online 
handouts, materials for students 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies using 
electronic technology for low-achievers: Online 


















   3.580 0.016    0.238 0.627 
0 2.50 0.850   0 2.71 1.029   
1-5 2.67 1.047   1-5 3.00 1.000   
6-10 1.83 0.753   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.00 1.155   11-15 - -   
16-20 1.00 1.732   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies using 
electronic technology for low-achievers: Assessment 
and grading, such as Clickers/ActiVotes 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies using 
electronic technology for low-achievers: 



















   3.251 0.024    0.985 0.322 
0 3.10 0.738   0 2.99 1.010   
1-5 3.07 1.100   1-5 3.33 0.577   
6-10 3.33 0.516   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.50 1.732   11-15 - -   
16-20 1.33 2.309   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   








One-way Analysis of Variance 
No. of years’ experience in administration, Instructional leader vs. teacher perceptions 8 
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies for assessing 
low-achievers: General overall performance 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies for assessing 


















   5.465 0.002    0.000 0.989 
0 3.10 0.876   0 3.01 0.804   
1-5 2.80 1.320   1-5 3.00 1.000   
6-10 2.67 0.516   6-10 - -   
11-15 0.25 0.500   11-15 - -   
16-20 2.00 1.732   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies for assessing 
low-achievers: Individual conversation with student 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies for assessing 


















   3.507 0.017    0.555 0.457 
0 3.70 0.483   0 3.35 0.805   
1-5 3.00 1.363   1-5 3.00 1.000   
6-10 3.67 0.516   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.25 1.500   11-15 - -   
16-20 2.67 2.309   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
          
Instructional Leader 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies for assessing 
low-achievers: Self-evaluation by students 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies for assessing 


















   1.500 0.225    4.490 0.036 
0 2.80 1.135   0 2.27 1.031   
1-5 2.6 1.298   1-5 1.00 1.000   
6-10 2.67 0.516   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.25 1.500   11-15 - -   
16-20 1.67 2.082   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          





Effectiveness of instructional strategies for assessing 
low-achievers: Use of formal grading criteria 
Teacher 
Effectiveness of instructional strategies for assessing 


















   2.306 0.079    4.124 0.044 
0 3.00 0.667   0 3.02 0.859   
1-5 2.67 1.291   1-5 2.00 1.000   
6-10 2.50 0.548   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.25 1.500   11-15 - -   
16-20 1.67 1.528   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
 
Although instructional leaders do not plan lessons/units, it may be important to report the 
various perceptions concerning lesson planning based on what they have seen being used or have 
used in the past in their experience in teaching.  Instructional leaders with more than 11 years’ 
experience in administration all perceived ‘Suggestions and choices of students’, ‘National or 
State Content Standards’, ‘School or department guidelines/curriculum’, and ‘State guidelines or 
curriculum’ as rarely or never to slightly influencing the planning and preparation of 
lessons/units in the classroom.  Instructional leaders with less than 11 years’ experience 
perceived each of these resources to have a slight to strong influence on planning and 
preparation.  While analyzing data concerning lesson/unit planning, data revealed that 
instructional leaders with more than 11 years’ experience in administration reported they rarely 
or never to infrequently collaborated with other teachers while instructional leaders with less 
than 11 years’ experience in administration reported this to be an infrequent to very frequent 
practice.  The researcher does not know if the instructional leader responses indicated their 
perceptions about what they have observed teachers within their buildings doing or if this was 







One-way Analysis of Variance 
No. of years’ experience in administration, Instructional leader vs. teacher perceptions 9 
Instructional Leader 
Extent planning and preparation is based on 
suggestions and choices of students 
Teacher 
Extent planning and preparation is based on 


















   5.000 0.003    0.969 0.326 
0 3.40 0.699   0 2.84 0.867   
1-5 2.67 1.234   1-5 3.33 0.577   
6-10 3.00 1.549   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.25 2.062   11-15 - -   
16-20 0.00 0.000   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
Instructional Leader 
Extent planning and preparation is based on 
National or State Content Standards 
Teacher 
Extent planning and preparation is based on 


















   4.120 0.008    0.052 0.819 
0 4.00 0.000   0 3.75 0.600   
1-5 3.33 1.397   1-5 3.67 0.577   
6-10 3.17 1.602   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.75 2.062   11-15 - -   
16-20 1.00 1.732   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
Instructional Leader 
Extent planning and preparation is based on School 
or department guidelines/curriculum 
Teacher 
Extent planning and preparation is based on 


















   3.846 0.011    0.020 0.889 
0 3.90 0.316   0 3.60 0.852   
1-5 3.27 1.387   1-5 3.67 0.577   
6-10 3.00 1.549   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.75 2.062   11-15 - -   
16-20 1.00 1.732   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          





Extent planning and preparation is based on State 
guidelines or curriculum 
Teacher 
Extent planning and preparation is based on State 


















   4.026 0.009    0.001 0.980 
0 4.00 0.000   0 3.68 0.582   
1-5 3.20 1.373   1-5 3.67 0.577   
6-10 2.67 1.751   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.75 2.062   11-15 - -   
16-20 1.00 1.732   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
Note. No significant difference among teachers 
Table 74 
One-way Analysis of Variance 
No. of years’ experience in administration, Instructional leader vs. teacher perceptions 10 
Instructional Leader 
Describe your lesson/unit planning: I collaborate 
with other teachers 
Teacher 
Describe your lesson/unit planning: I collaborate 


















   3.239 0.024    1.478 0.226 
0 3.50 1.269   0 3.42 0.830   
1-5 2.07 2.017   1-5 4.00 0.000   
6-10 1.33 2.066   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.00 2.000   11-15 - -   
16-20 0.00 0.000   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
 Note. No significant difference among teachers 
In looking at the frequency of instructional strategies used to assess/evaluate progress and 
achievement of students, instructional leaders with more than 6 years’ experience in 
administration reported ‘Small groups working together’, ‘Group discussion/interactive 
dialogue’, and ‘Working with students one-to-one’ being used rarely or never to infrequently 
while instructional leaders with less than 6 years’ experience reported these strategies to be used 
to assess/evaluate student progress and achievement infrequently to frequently.  Among the 
participants who identified as teachers, there was a significant difference in the responses for the 




experience in administration perceived this strategy being used less frequently to assess/evaluate 
student progress and achievement than teachers who have had 1-5 years’ experience in 
administration.  (See Table 75.) 
Table 75 
One-way Analysis of Variance 
No. of years’ experience in administration, Instructional leader vs. teacher perceptions 11 
Instructional Leader 
Frequency of strategies to assess/evaluate student 
progress and achievement: Small groups working 
together 
Teacher 
Frequency of strategies to assess/evaluate student 



















   2.710 0.047    3.832 0.052 
0 3.00 1.633   0 3.27 0.647   
1-5 2.13 1.598   1-5 4.00 0.000   
6-10 1.83 2.041   6-10 - -   
11-15 0.75 1.500   11-15 - -   
16-20 0.00 0.000   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
Instructional Leader 
Frequency of assessment/evaluation of student 
progress and achievement: Group 
discussion/interactive dialogue 
Teacher 
Frequency of assessment/evaluation of student 



















   2.799 0.042    4.636 0.033 
0 2.90 1.663   0 3.20 0.640   
1-5 2.20 1.656   1-5 4.00 0.000   
6-10 1.50 1.643   6-10 - -   
11-15 0.75 1.500   11-15 - -   
16-20 0.00 0.000   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
Instructional Leader 
Frequency of strategies to assess/evaluate student 
progress and achievement: Working with students 
one-on-one 
Teacher 
Frequency of strategies to assess/evaluate student 



















   2.666 0.050    1.061 0.305 
0 2.90 1.595   0 3.14 0.787   
1-5 2.20 1.656   1-5 2.67 1.155   
6-10 1.67 1.862   6-10 - -   
11-15 0.75 1.500   11-15 - -   
16-20 0.00 0.000   16-20 - -   




 Part B Item 14 concerned the frequency of various ways to address the participants’ professional 
development.  There was one sub-item, ‘Attending classes and workshops (other than required 
in-services)’ found to have a significance value of less than or equal to 0.05.  Instructional 
leaders with 6-10 years’ experience in administration reported they infrequently to frequently 
attended classes and workshops on their own while all other leaders did this frequently to very 
frequently outside of required in-service.  Teachers with 1-5 years’ experience in administration 
indicated they frequently address their own professional development by ‘Attending college or 
university courses’ while teachers with no experience in administration rarely or never to 
infrequently attend college or university courses to address their own professional development.  





















One-way Analysis of Variance 
No. of years’ experience in administration, Instructional leader vs. teacher perceptions 12 
Instructional Leader 
Frequency in addressing own professional 
development:  Attending classes and workshops 
(other than required in-service) 
Teacher 
Frequency in addressing own professional 
development:  Attending classes and workshops 


















   2.890 0.037    1.023 0.313 
0 3.50 0.527   0 2.80 0.910   
1-5 3.00 0.655   1-5 3.33 0.577   
6-10 2.83 0.408   6-10 - -   
11-15 3.25 0.957   11-15 - -   
16-20 4.00 0.000   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
Instructional Leader 
Frequency in addressing own professional 
development:  Attending college or university 
courses 
Teacher 
Frequency in addressing own professional 



















   0.664 0.621    5.282 0.023 
0 1.90 0.568   0 1.56 1.072   
1-5 2.00 1.134   1-5 3.00 1.000   
6-10 2.50 0.837   6-10 - -   
11-15 1.75 0.500   11-15 - -   
16-20 2.33 0.577   16-20 - -   
21 or more - -   21 or more - -   
 
Summary 
 The survey responses for the participants identified as instructional leaders and those 
identified as teachers were analyzed to gain information within groups based on means of each 
survey item along with analysis between groups comparing means and finding significant 
differences within survey item responses based on various demographic information.  Through 
the data analysis, the researcher found many similarities in perceptions of instructional leaders 
and teachers concerning the frequency of strategies used and the effectiveness of various 




analyzed in Research Questions One and Two indicated many similarities in the perceptions of 
instructional leaders and teachers.  While answering Research Question Three concerning the 
significant differences in perceptions between instructional leaders and teachers, the researcher 
found that teachers perceived various instructional strategies as more effective for low-achievers 
than instructional leaders perceived those same strategies.  Data indicated that instructional 
leader professional development was perceived as addressed more frequently than teachers 
perceived their own professional development was addressed at the time of the survey.  In 
analyzing the data for Research Question Four concerning the effect demographic information 
may have on perceptions of instructional leaders and teachers, the researcher found that the 
significant differences in responses for instructional leaders based on gender, race, education, 
and years’ experience in teaching was little to none whereas there were more responses among 
teachers with significant differences in these areas.  Instructional leader data indicated there were 
many sub-items with a significant difference when paired with ethnicity and years’ experience in 
administration.  Data analysis of the perceptions of instructional leaders and teachers has led to a 
list of effective strategies for low-achievers that may help lead to conclusions in how they can 






DISCUSSIONS, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 
Introduction 
This chapter outlines the discussions, conclusions, and implications based on evidence 
cited in Chapter 4.  The researcher will attempt to use previous literature along with data 
gathered from the current study to discuss their connections.  Implications of the study will be 
discussed along with the researcher’s opinions of the results and future needs.  The limitations of 
this study along with the need for improvement within the construct and organization of the 
study will also be discussed later in the chapter.  
Discussion of Findings 
Stereotyping has been a consistent topic of concern in the United States based on such 
labels as race, ethnicity, gender, and religion (Gollnick, 2013).  The United States is a 
multicultural nation where the classroom is becoming filled with a plethora of diversity pulling 
many of these stereotypes to the surface (Gollnick, 2013).  The question asked is: Can diversity 
include anything from race to ethnicity to even diverse learning styles, learning needs, and grade 
levels?  The current study was constructed as the researcher asked if there was a connection 
between stereotyping and student achievement based on how the teachers implement various 
instructional strategies.  Do teachers choose certain strategies so that all students can succeed or 
are strategies chosen specific for whom the teacher believes are low-achievers?  Are strategies 
used or not used for students because they are classified as low-achievers?  Are teachers placing 
students in groups based on previous achievement allowing the students to experience stereotype 




other students on different levels?  The goal of this research was to find the instructional 
strategies that are perceived as effective for low-achievers by instructional leaders and teachers.  
Using this research, further research can be completed to compare the perceptions of the 
effectiveness of those same instructional strategies for students not identified as low-achievers by 
instructional leaders and teachers.  Questions can be asked as to why those strategies are thought 
to be effective for some students and not others and whether low-achievers are allowed the same 
opportunities to explore and create as much as those who are not classified as low-achievers.   
One challenge affecting schools from the pressures of accountability based on high-
stakes testing results is the challenge to meet the needs of all students including the low-
achievers.  Strategies that best fit each student’s needs are consistently being searched for by 
instructional leaders and teachers.  Pashler, McDaniel, Rohrer, and Bjork (2009) stated there are 
variations in opinions about which strategies are best for the various learning styles and 
academic needs.  Are there instructional strategies that are perceived by instructional leaders and 
teachers as more effective specifically for low-achievers than other instructional strategies?  The 
purpose of this quantitative study was to take the first step in determining if there is a stereotype 
threat to students who are identified as low-achievers by revealing the instructional strategies 
perceived by instructional leaders and teachers as the most effective for low-achievers.  Because 
students within the 4-8 grade range characterized as ‘at-risk’ may have the potential of failing or 
dropping out of school by the second year of high school (Baker, 2006), the researcher chose to 
survey instructional leaders and teachers of students within grades 4-8.  By determining the 
instructional strategies perceived by instructional leaders and teachers of students within grades 




teachers of grades K-3 may be able to use these same strategies to prevent student failure or loss 
of motivation.  
Karl Marx’s conflict theory along with Campbell’s research of the integration of 
behavioristic and phenomenological social psychology directed the current study toward the 
struggle between classes which may cause the origination of various perceptions and/or 
stereotypical characteristics among instructional leaders and teachers.  Campbell’s research 
indicates that there is some accuracy to stereotypes when the stereotypes originate within cultural 
differences which can affect personality, aspirations, achievement, and moral behavior of those 
who are being stereotyped (Campbell, 1967).  The use of this research as the theoretical 
framework within the current study assisted in supporting how perceptions are formed and 
affected by stereotyping within an educational setting which impacts the adjustment of 
instructional strategies by instructional leaders and teachers for various groups based on 
achievement. 
Fullan and Stiegelbauer’s (1991) research focused on educational change where the 
model emphasized the roles and strategies of various types of change agents.  There must be a 
coalition built with other change agents within and across all groups to discover true, meaningful 
change (Ellsworth, 2001).  It was the purpose of this study that both the instructional leaders and 
teachers work together as change agents to resolve their differences in perceptions, if any, to 
assist in the academic improvement of low-achievers.  Collaboration among instructional leaders 
and teachers concerning appropriate instructional strategies for low-achievers is important in 
making improvements in low-achievers’ performance.  Fullan and Stiegelbauer’s change model 
is used to, first, discover the instructional strategies preferred by instructional leaders and 




perceptions of the two groups will then be compared to see if they are significantly different 
from each other.  
To answer the first two research questions, the researcher first analyzed the demographic 
data for both the instructional leaders and teachers separately.  The separation of this data 
allowed the researcher to gain details about each group.  The evidence and findings to address 
Questions One and Two were found within Part B Survey Items 1-14.  Descriptive statistics of 
means and standard deviations were used to analyze the survey data for instructional leaders and 
teachers.   Data analysis was performed using the total averages of each category of participants’ 
responses for the subsets of data to examine extents of those responses.  The data allowed the 
researcher to understand how the groups perceived the frequency of various instructional 
strategies being used or seen along with the perceived effectiveness of various strategies.   
Comparison of findings for Research Question 1 (What are the effective instructional 
strategies of assisting low-achievers as perceived by instructional leaders in school?) and 
Research Question 2 (What are the effective instructional strategies of assisting low-
achievers as perceived by teachers in school?) 
 As data was analyzed for instructional leaders and teachers in Research Questions One 
and Two, the data indicated many similarities in the perceptions of instructional leaders and 
teachers concerning the frequency of strategies used and the effectiveness of various 
instructional strategies.  The use of a variety of instructional strategies helps the teacher speak to 
each student and their learning needs to increase achievement for all learners (Latz & Dogon, 
1995).  The findings of this study indicate that both instructional leaders and teachers perceived 
the use of group work as more frequently seen/used than individual work that included 




more in classrooms than student-led instruction where students are able to develop learning as 
they explore new techniques making mistakes on their own without teacher-developed protocol.  
All strategies that were perceived to be observed more frequently by instructional leaders and 
teachers included less exploration of materials and techniques and experimentation.  Although 
the frequency of these instructional strategies were perceived as low by the participants, the 
effectiveness of such strategies was perceived as high for motivating and inspiring low-achievers 
along with demonstrating concepts and techniques.  The need for teacher assistance for students 
who are identified as low-achievers seems to be high based on these perceptions.  The issue in 
using only strategies that enforce group work and group discussion is there is less responsibility 
on the students as individuals so the teachers are unable to have valid assessments of the students 
to know where individual improvement is needed.   
Both instructional leaders and teachers perceived using games and simulations along with 
a variety of media and processes as the most effective of all the strategies that were posed for 
motivating and inspiring low-achievers.  These types of strategies give students motivation to 
learn and also help to ensure the feeling of a safer environment that allows for mistakes and 
taking risks.  These findings concur with research by Latz and Dogon (1995) who stated that an 
increased variety of modalities such as listening to music, drawing, painting, including children’s 
literature in all subject areas is a strategy that allows teachers to speak to each student and their 
learning needs to increase student achievement.  This research supports the need and 
effectiveness of such strategies as using a wide variety of media and processes along with trying 
to find ways to develop creative expression and sensitivity which allow individual skill and 
interests to shine.  Forming an inviting, warm environment built around the social norms of the 




instructional leaders and teachers of the current study did not perceive this as an effective 
strategy for low-achievers.  The incorporation of other cultures into the curriculum was not 
perceived by instructional leaders as effective as others which is in disagreement with research 
that indicates to motivate and inspire low-achievers the teacher must ensure authentic learning 
that includes relating material to students’ cultures and real-life experiences is an important task 
(Read, 1999).  Research has shown that teachers who are learner-centered enhance learning by 
paying attention to what the students know about the concepts and their culture (Brown, 2016).  
This may be an indication of the need for further collaboration between instructional leaders and 
teachers making sure to relate grade level concepts to student culture. 
 Based on instructional leaders’ and teachers’ perceptions, there was a high frequency of 
instruction happening that indicated a high rate of teacher-led classrooms and less student-led 
exploration.  These findings point in the opposite direction of research indicating that free 
exploration and experimentation is a need stating that abstract ideas in many contents are 
difficult for some students which means that there is a need to do and see things happening for 
themselves to truly understand the content (Harlen, 2015).  Concerning meaningful guided 
practice, the findings of this research echo that teacher-led examples are beneficial because 
students may need individual assistance as they learn new techniques (Nichols et al., 1996) in 
that instructional leaders and teachers perceived step-by-step instructions and a detailed example 
of expectations most effective for low-achievers.  The only concern with providing students with 
a detailed set of instructions is that it keeps the students from experiencing mistakes that they can 
learn from and developing critical thinking skills for all areas.  Ensign and Woods (2014) 
mention that various factors such as intrinsic and extrinsic factors can be predictors of success 




commitment, quality of instruction, faculty-student interaction, student-student collaboration, 
and quality of environment (Ensign & Woods, 2014).  Finding instructional strategies that instill 
more intrinsic rewards with experiencing individual success and developing critical thinking 
skills is an important task to accomplish in every classroom.  Although these strategies are 
perceived to be effective by both instructional leaders and teachers, they must be seen/used 
frequently within the classroom for anyone to observe their effect on student achievement.   
Data analysis indicated there was a commonality between perceptions concerning 
strategies to motivate low-achievers and questioning strategies for low-achievers.  Instructional 
leaders perceived discussion between students, brainstorming, using an activating strategy as a 
review session, and checking for understanding through open-ended questions more effective 
which was the opposite of the perceptions of teachers who perceived the use of explicit 
information presented in a clear, concise manner to question low-achievers as more effective.  
Each of these strategies perceived effective by instructional leaders and teachers enforce 
creativity and exploration by using open-ended questions that allow students to be able to create 
their own thought processes based on the content along with develop problem-solving skills for 
various situations.  Incorporating the use of higher-order thinking questions helps give more 
opportunities to challenge the students which increases academic achievement.  The absence of 
this within classrooms could be a direct effect of the fear of failure for teachers.  Making sure 
that low-achievers are successful by providing enough information within questioning to allow 
the students to present the correct answer may assist the teachers in feeling a higher self-efficacy.   
Teachers also perceived one-to-one conversations as effective tools in questioning students.  
Student-to-student conversations have been found to be a great way to gain positive effects on 




al., 2003).  Many teachers rely on this as a questioning technique stating that students can 
explain things in student terms for a higher rate of understanding but what ends up happening 
many times is one student becomes responsible for another student’s learning.    
The findings concerning logistical strategies, lesson planning, and the frequency at which 
students are assessed or evaluated for instructional leaders may be skewed because instructional 
leaders do not have classroom responsibilities.  There was a high frequency of instructional 
leaders who responded with ‘N/A (does not apply) within these items.  The findings indicated 
that teachers found themselves choosing the same student each time for logistical duties which 
could signify that teachers perceive certain students to be more responsible when it comes to 
getting duties completed.  The one sub-item that is significant in understanding planning needs 
within the classroom that had a higher frequency of responses to how frequently they use various 
methods of planning was collaboration with other teachers.  Instructional leaders must 
collaborate with faculty and staff concerning school/student improvement.  Strategies and goals 
are met when all involved are supportive (Fletcher et al., 2012).  When a principal’s perception 
of an idea is high, this idea translates to the teachers as positive, and the teachers are able to 
accomplish goals for achievement (Fletcher et al., 2012).  These findings agree with the current 
trend of collaboration with other teachers which allows the teachers to gather more ideas of how 
to teach various concepts within professional learning communities, grade level committees, etc.  
There are many resources within the internet that also help teachers with opportunities to 
collaborate.  Planning and preparation is an important task for teachers where they must find the 
best resources for their students to gain the most knowledge.  The use of a plethora of resources 
where teachers have high expectations along with preparing adequate plans consistently 




various instructional strategies indicated the direct opposite of this occurring at the school level 
in that higher-order thinking was not observed.  The data also indicated that both instructional 
leaders and teachers perceived portfolios to be less effective in assessing low-achievers.  These 
strategies along with free exploration and experimentation depend on independent work by the 
students where student responsibility must be high.  In the data concerning assessment, both 
groups, instructional leaders and teachers, perceived that assessing students based on their 
individual work is an effective strategy for low-achievers but many times the students identified 
as low-achievers are not given this opportunity.  These findings are directly in line with the 
research by Ensign and Woods (2014) concerning intrinsic factors.  There is a need for teacher 
willingness to adjust to the needs of the students not for the students to adjust to the needs of the 
teachers to create a positive classroom climate which increases student motivation and attitude 
which, in turn, will increase achievement.  
Instructional leaders and teachers did not respond with perceptions of electronic 
technology being an effective strategy for low-achievers.  The use of electronic technology has 
increased within classrooms over time, but, based on this data, it is not perceived effective for all 
students by instructional leaders.  Electronic technology is misunderstood by many teachers in 
that they perceive its’ use and importance is just in students touching it.  Electronic technology 
cannot be effective as an instructional strategy unless students are developing projects with it or 
completing assignments that allow for higher-order thinking skills.  Many times these strategies 
are not seen as effective because either teachers are unaware of how to use them or the 
technology is not available.  Taking the time to teach the students to use them could also take 




In terms of closure, instructional leaders and teachers perceived all of the instructional 
strategies that relate the concept to the activity, clarify the activity, or give the student 
reinforcement or praise based on their work as the most effective for low-achievers.  These 
findings exhibit the value of each of these strategies in giving the students opportunities where 
they can understand why they are completing the work for the lesson.  Using strategies such as 
these, students are able to make connections between the activity and the concept along with 
motivation to successfully complete the work the next time.  Instructional leaders and teachers 
did not perceive showing their own satisfaction as effective for low-achievers.  This indicated 
that the motivation comes from intrinsic rewards for the students not the extrinsic satisfaction of 
others.  Students do want to please their teachers and make them proud but intrinsic rewards are 
more lasting than extrinsic rewards.   
Instructional leaders and teachers perceived the funding availability to be ‘less than 
adequate but we make do’ to ‘adequate for my student’s needs’.  It is important to have access to 
a high number of resources within all schools because the lack of resources does not allow for 
opportunities for the students to experience such things as hands-on labs, inquiry lessons, etc. 
without the requirement of teachers using their own finances to fund them.  As data was 
analyzed concerning the frequency at which instructional leaders address their own professional 
development using various methods, ‘Attending classes and workshops (other than required in-
services)’, gained the highest rate of frequency while the findings indicated that ‘Attending 
college or university courses’ was frequent for teachers.  Instructional leaders have a higher rate 
of opportunity to attend classes and workshops because they do not have the responsibility of a 




additional college or university courses to add for degree completion.  As observed within the 
demographic data, most instructional leaders have already obtained higher degrees. 
Research Question 3:  Are there any significant differences in effective instructional 
strategies of assisting low-achievers as perceived by instructional leaders and teachers? 
In evaluating the data for effective instructional strategies as perceived by instructional 
leaders and teachers, the researcher used an independent sample t-test and a significance level set 
at 0.05 to compile survey responses of the instructional leaders and teachers.  Any significant 
differences in instructional strategies perceived as effective instructional strategies for assisting 
low-achievers by instructional leaders and teachers were noted by the researcher.   
As the data were analyzed for the frequency of various instructional strategies being 
seen/used by instructional leaders and teachers, the findings suggest that teachers are seeing 
and/or using more strategies which include interactive dialogue and one-on-one conversations 
with students than perceived by instructional leaders.  A possible explanation for this is the 
amount of time spent in the classrooms.  The time instructional leaders spend within the 
classrooms is much less than the teachers which could directly affect the perceptions.   
Data for logistical strategies as perceived by instructional leaders may have been skewed 
because many participants responded that these items do not apply to their duties.  When 
analyzing data among teachers, data showed that teachers found themselves choosing the same 
student each time more often than instructional leaders did.  These findings along with research 
by Aygodan (2008) stating that students who feel well-liked by the teachers are more likely to 
participate in class which will help to gain higher achievement scores are a direct indication that 




that students who are in the low achievement bracket are not usually the students with high status 
within the classroom (Solomon & Rosenberg, 1964).  Teachers also indicated a higher response 
rate for relying on responsible students to help with the logistical duties, but what is exhibited by 
students for the teachers to think of them as responsible?  This would require more research. 
There is a greater need for more student-led methods through electronic technology as 
perceived by instructional leaders than perceived by teachers.  This type of instruction takes 
more time to prepare than online handouts and direct instruction by teachers along with 
implements more trust in the students for their own learning.  In planning lessons, teachers must 
incorporate more suggestions and choices of students to build a safer, more trusting classroom 
environment.  There is a need to come away from the traditional model of teaching to a more 
student-led model where students are responsible for using technology to analyze, create, and 
construct their own learning.   
The findings concerning professional development indicated that both the instructional 
leaders and the teachers found that their professional development was addressed more with 
personal reading than any other opportunities mentioned.  This could be a direct indication that 
professional development opportunities were not as available within the school systems unless 
through personal reading or, when given the option, the instructional leaders and teachers chose 
to complete learning on their own.  Instructional leaders are given more opportunities to gain 
professional development because they do not have a classroom for which to plan; they do not 
have responsibilities for which to find another trusted person to do; and they do not have as 
many responsibilities such as planning and grading that must be taken care of outside of work.  
Much of the professional development is given to instructional leaders in which should be passed 




This along with gaining professional development through personal reading is much cheaper for 
the school systems than trying to send everyone to meetings and/or conferences.  School systems 
must find the cause for disconnect among perceptions concerning the needs of low-achievers and 
current professional development may be the key to increase perceptual commonality. 
Research Question 4: Do demographics of instructional leaders and teachers make any 
significant difference in their perceptions of effective instructional strategies in assisting 
low-achievers in school? 
 With the significance value set at less than or equal to 0.05, the researcher used the one-
way analysis of variance, ANOVA, to determine if any significant differences existed in the 
effect of demographics on instructional leader and teacher perceptions concerning effective 
instructional strategies for assisting low-achievers.  Gender, race, ethnicity, highest degree 
earned, number of years’ experience in teaching, and number of years’ experience in 
administration were all used as demographic data for perception comparisons of instructional 
leaders and teachers.   
 When analyzing the data with one variable set as gender, there was one sub-item among 
instructional leaders that was common for teachers where the responses for males was 
significantly different than females.  More males within both groups indicated that they rely on 
memory and experience more frequently to plan for lessons and/or units than females rely on 
memory and experience to plan lessons/units.  Males seem to rely on their own knowledge and 
experience to plan while females find the use of National or State Content Standards as more 
important resources.  Females spend more time within their own personal research for 
professional development within personal reading than males.  These findings concur with 




decisions (Maduagwu, 2013).  Males are more accepting of themselves and have a greater 
reliance on their own skills than do females (Maduagwu, 2013).  
In comparing findings according to race and ethnicity, the researcher had to take into 
account the lower sample size of instructional leaders and teachers who were any race other than 
Caucasian or White and who identified as ‘Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin’.  Within those 
identifying as Caucasian or White, relying on memory and experience when planning 
lessons/units was used rarely to infrequently at a higher rate than frequently but the participants 
of both groups who identified as African American or Black perceived this strategy being used 
very frequently to plan lessons/units.  Participants who were African American or Black or of 
Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin perceived the use of interactive strategies that help students 
become more engaged in the material as effective for low-achievers.  The strategies included 
interactions among students along with having the students active in their learning.  Many 
students of a different culture may not get to experience learning through hands-on projects, 
Reader’s theatre, etc.  Interactive dialogue is a technique that can sometimes be difficult to 
monitor and keep on task, which may be the indication of why the instructional leaders and 
teachers perceived it as less frequent and less effective for low-achievers.  The indication that 
perceptions of those who are ‘Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin’ is of the need for more 
interactive dialogue and one-on-one discussions for low-achievers as opposed to those who are 
‘Not Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin’ exhibits the gap between cultural understanding.  
Those who are not of Hispanic, Latino, and Spanish culture may not be aware of the ultimate 
need for more communication between students and teachers to increase understanding whether 




 When analyzing the data for significant differences in responses according to education, 
the researcher found many areas where education did have an effect on the responses within the 
teacher group.  Within each area found to have a significant difference in responses, the teachers 
who had a Doctorate gave responses indicating they did not perceive the instructional strategies 
as effective as the teachers who had Bachelor’s, Master’s, or Ed.S. perceived them.  The findings 
indicated that teachers with less degrees earned are more likely to perceive such strategies as 
direct presentation, such as lecture, small groups working together, working with students one-
on-one, demonstration, and computer-assisted instruction more effective than teachers with 
higher degrees including a Doctorate.  As the data were analyzed within the teacher participants, 
the researcher found a possible trend within the number of years’ experience in teaching.  The 
findings point toward the perceptions of instructional strategies being seen/used more frequently 
as the number of years’ experience in teaching increases.  The teachers who have had 21 or more 
years’ experience in teaching indicated various strategies such as demonstration and group 
discussion/interactive dialogue being seen/used more frequently than those with less years 
teaching.  Those same teachers indicated that their planning and preparation is based on personal 
experience and suggestions and choices of students more often than teachers with less years’ 
experience in teaching.  Research shows that, when asked, students will express learning 
preferences in how they would rather be taught (Pashler et al., 2009).  Student choice and 
suggestions in planning allows the students to gain more ownership in their learning which goes 
back to the need for intrinsic rewards to increase student achievement.  Instructional leaders and 
teachers with more years’ experience in teaching find more value in strategies such as this 




Teachers with teaching experience between 6-10 years were attending college or university 
courses to address their own professional development more often than other groups.   
 Among participants who identified themselves as instructional leaders, a trend in the data 
was found when looking at years’ experience in administration.  There were four participants 
who indicated they have had 11-15 years’ experience in administration. Within all of the sub-
items found to have a significant difference among participant responses, the participants who 
have had 11-15 years’ experience in administration gave responses that were significantly 
different than the other participants.  All sub-items found to have significant differences in 
responses concerned the effectiveness of various instructional strategies.  In each of these sub-
items, participants with 11-15 years’ experience in administration perceived the strategies to be 
somewhat effective to not at all effective for low-achievers.  In further analysis of data, the 
researcher decided to see if there was any correlation with these four participants based on the 
perceptions stated above for those with a Doctorate.  There was none.  Each of these participants 
with 11-15 years’ experience in administration were participants with an Ed.S. which does not 
correlate with the perceptions of those above for participants with a Doctorate.  Among the 
teachers who participated in the survey, the teachers who indicated they have had experience in 
administration responded more negatively to the effectiveness of various instructional strategies 
for low achievers than teachers who have not had experience in administration.  Instructional 
leaders with 6-10 years’ experience in administration indicated they address their own 
professional development less frequently through attending classes and workshops (other than 
required in-service) while those with 16-20 years’ experience in administration indicated they 
address professional development in this way quite often.  Data also indicated that teachers who 




development through attending college or university courses significantly more often than 
teachers who have not had experience in administration. 
Because teachers must be able to teach the grade level content in less than a full school 
year while making sure that each child is successful, time could be the cause for less exploration 
and individual experience for low-achievers such as journal writing, incorporation of other 
cultures, and portfolios, but the researcher must consider the possibility of the notion that there 
are instructional leader and teacher perceptions that low-achievers would not be able to handle as 
much individual responsibility.  In evaluating the instructional strategies perceived to be the most 
effective by instructional leaders and teachers to construct a list of the most effective 
instructional strategies, the researcher found many similarities within the perceptions.  Both 
instructional leaders and teachers perceived ‘Games and simulation’, ‘Working with a variety of 
media and processes’, ‘Developing technical skills’, and ‘Developing creative expression and 
sensibility’ to be the most effective to motivate and inspire low-achievers of the instructional 
strategies posed.  ‘Inviting student demonstration’, ‘Demonstration through video or computer-
assisted instruction’, and ‘Free exploration and experimentation’ were all perceived by both 
instructional leaders and teachers to be the least effective strategies for demonstration of 
concepts and techniques for low-achievers.  There was some commonality within perceptions of 
instructional leaders and teachers in questioning strategies for low-achievers including ‘One-to-
one conversation’ and ‘Anticipatory set/Activating strategy as review’ being the most effective.  
The rate of effectiveness for ‘Checks for understanding through open-ended questions’ and 
‘Active listening’ was also common between the two groups of participants.  ‘Emphasizing the 
concept’ and ‘Showing my own satisfaction’ were both perceived to be the least effective closure 




conversation with students’, ‘General overall performance’, ‘Use of formal grading criteria’, and 
‘Self-evaluation by students’ were all perceived with the same rate of effectiveness for both 
instructional leaders and teachers.  (See Table 77.) 
Table 77 
Effective Instructional Strategies for Low Achievers as Perceived by Instructional Leaders from 
Very Effective to Somewhat Effective 
Part B Item Instructional Strategies in Order From Very Effective to Somewhat Effective 
 Instructional Leaders Teachers 
2. Strategies to 
Motivate and Inspire 
low achievers 
E. Games and Simulations *E. Games and Simulations 
A.Working with a wide variety of media 
and processes 
*A.Working with a wide variety of media 
and processes 
B. Developing technical skills *B. Developing technical skills 
C. Developing creative expression and 
sensitivity 
*C. Developing creative expression and 
sensitivity 
D. Field trips I.Exhibiting student work  
I.Exhibiting student work H. Journal writing 
F. Incorporation of other cultures into 
curriculum 
D. Field trips  
H. Journal writing F. Incorporation of other cultures into 
curriculum 
G. Guest speakers  
3. Demonstrating 
concepts and 
techniques for low 
achievers 
D.Showing a progressive series of 
examples 
A.Teacher demonstrates step-by-step 
F.Guided practice/students make 
practice piece 
D.Showing a progressive series of 
examples 
A.Teacher demonstrates step-by-step C.Showng a completed example 
C.Showng a completed example F.Guided practice/students make practice 
piece 
B.Inviting student demonstration *B.Inviting student demonstration 
G.Demonstration through video or 
computer-assisted instruction 
*G.Demonstration through video or 
computer-assisted instruction 
E.Free exploration and experimentation *E.Free exploration and experimentation 
4. Questioning 
strategies for low 
achievers 
G.One-to-one conversation *G.One-to-one conversation 
D.Anticipatory set/Activating strategy as 
review 
*D.Anticipatory set/Activating strategy as 
review 
C.Encouraging discussion between 
students 
A.Asking for distinct facts and clear 
information 
 E.Brainstorming and mind-mapping C.Encouraging discussion between 
students 
 H.Checks for understanding through 
open-ended questions 
*H.Checks for understanding through 
open-ended questions 
 F.Active listening *F.Active listening 
 A.Asking for distinct facts and clear 
information 
B.Asking broad, open-ended questions 




5. Logistical strategies 
for the classroom 
B.Appointing groups (such as tables) 
each session 
A.Appointing individuals during each 
session 
A.Appointing individuals during each 
session 
E.Relying on responsible students 
D.Posting a sign with assigned duties B.Appointing groups (such as tables) each 
session 
C.Appointing students by week or 
longer 
F.Doing it myself  
 E.Relying on responsible students C.Appointing students by week or longer 
7. Closure strategies 
for low achievers 
D.Specifically relating the concept to the 
activity 
E.Reinforcement or praise 
C.Summarizing the activity or 
discussion 
D.Specifically relating the concept to the 
activity 
B.Reflecting on the activity or 
discussion 
C.Summarizing the activity or discussion 
E.Reinforcement or praise B.Reflecting on the activity or discussion 
 A.Emphasizing the concept *A.Emphasizing the concept 
 F.Showing my own satisfaction *F.Showing my own satisfaction 
11. Uses of electronic 
technology for low 
achievers 
C.Assessment and grading, such as 
Clickers/ActiVotes 
E.Computer-assisted instruction, such as 
YouTube/TeacherTube 
E.Computer-assisted instruction, such as 
YouTube/TeacherTube 
A.Direct instruction, such as PowerPoint 
D.Online research B. Online handouts, material for students 
B. Online handouts, material for students C.Assessment and grading, such as 
Clickers/ActiVotes 
 A.Direct instruction, such as PowerPoint D.Online research 
12. Assessment 
strategies for low 
achievers 
E.Use of rubrics F.Direct observation of work 
B.Individual conversation with students *B.Individual conversation with students 
F.Direct observation of work G.Behavior and attitude, such as time on 
task 
G.Behavior and attitude, such as time on 
task 
I.Test, exams, quizzes 
 A.General overall performance *A.General overall performance 
 D.Use of formal grading criteria *D.Use of formal grading criteria 
 I.Test, exams, quizzes E.Use of rubrics 
 C.Self-evaluation by students *C.Self-evaluation by students 
Note. Instructional strategies perceived to be not at all effective were not listed.  *Denotes the strategy was 
perceived the same for both instructional leaders and teachers. 
 
Limitations of Findings 
 Limitations for this study included participants’ willingness to complete surveys, limited 
participant sample, and survey data from an online survey.  The survey was sent to the 
instructional leaders of the twenty-six schools along with the teachers who taught any 4th-8th 
grade students within the twenty-six schools.  The willingness of each of these instructional 




participants for the research.  Limiting the survey participants to two school districts lessened the 
chance of gaining high quantities of data.  Less data to quantify led to limited results in such 
demographic data as ethnicity and race along with a lower sample size of instructional leaders.  
Research has shown that using an online survey to gather data is a sufficient way to keep 
responses as anonymous as possible, but many times email requests for data through an online 
survey is ignored as spam.  Internet questionnaire return rates are commonly low (Couper, 2005) 
which was exhibited within this survey.  Increasing return rates could possibly be ensured using 
a type of incentive for participants.  The downfalls to incentives could be the loss of anonymity 
and the cost to the researcher.  The survey should have been designed so that the questions were 
specific for instructional leaders and teachers instead of all participants receiving the same 
survey.  With instructional leaders participating in the same survey as the teachers, the researcher 
was unable to recognize if the instructional leaders were responding to the items in terms of 
when they were teachers or in terms of their work as leaders.  Many of the responses by some 
instructional leaders were ‘N/A (does not apply)’ because they do not develop such things as 
lesson plans and units but an adjustment to items such as these could have gained more accurate 
results in terms of perceptions.  Responses such as ‘N/A (does not apply)’ could have also 
caused some data to be skewed.  Adjusting the items to fit the roles of the participants could have 
helped the researcher gain a truer picture of the perceptions of each instructional leader and 
teacher.  
Implications for Future Practice in Local Context 
 Gaining an understanding of the effectiveness of various instructional strategies for low-
achievers can assist in lessening the achievement gap.  Understanding how and what works best 




ethnicity.  When teachers are able to assess their classroom according to the levels of learning for 
concepts that they have attempted to teach, they will be able to use the various strategies found to 
be effective for low-achievers to pull them up to grade level as they fall behind.  Teachers must 
be able to assess their own teaching to find what works best for the individual learning needs 
within their classroom to find the areas of need within their own teaching.  Implications for 
future practice include being able to use the list of strategies perceived as effective for low-
achievers as a building block of improvement for each classroom.  If the strategies that are 
perceived to be the most effective are used there should be visibility of the achievement gap 
closing.   
Implications for Future Research 
 The current study was the first step toward determining if there is a stereotype threat to 
students who have been identified as low-achievers by revealing the instructional strategies 
perceived by instructional leaders and teachers as the most effective for low-achievers.  After a 
list of instructional strategies found most effective and used most often is constructed, research 
can be done to determine the instructional strategies found most effective and used most often 
for students who are considered high-achievers.  The two lists can then be compared to indicate 
if low-achievers are given the same opportunities for such things as individual exploration of 
skills and techniques along with opportunities for creativity and completion of tasks with a 
minimum of teacher influence as high-achieving students.  This research can be used to analyze 
the possibility that some students are grouped together based on the stereotype that they may not 
complete work without assistance or may not be able to focus on such things as individual 
exploration.  This stereotype could be why some students are ‘stuck’ at one level and cannot rise 




are analyzed based on the instructional strategies that are perceived as most effective and used 
most often between the two groups (low-achievers and high-achievers), research can be 
conducted in a qualitative manner where instructional leaders and teachers who were invited to 
be participants within the two surveys could be interviewed in the future research to ask such 
questions as why they perceive the differences, if any, in the instructional strategies used for the 
two groups.  The current study and any future research completed on behalf of these research 
questions is important in making sure that all students’ needs are met to begin closing the 
achievement gap.   
Conclusion 
Karl Marx’s conflict theory along with Campbell’s research of the integration of 
behavioristic and phenomenological social psychology directed the current study toward the 
struggle between classes which may cause the origination of various perceptions and/or 
stereotypical characteristics among instructional leaders and teachers.  Campbell’s research 
indicates that there is some accuracy to stereotypes when the stereotypes originate within cultural 
differences which can affect personality, aspirations, achievement, and moral behavior of those 
who are being stereotyped (Campbell, 1967).  The use of this research as the theoretical 
framework within the current study assisted in supporting how perceptions are formed and 
affected by stereotyping within an educational setting which impacts the adjustment of 
instructional strategies by instructional leaders and teachers for various groups based on 
achievement.  Understanding the importance student learning styles and academic needs is 
important in developing appropriate instructional strategies for all students.  The root of the 
problem within the wide achievement gap among various learners is understanding what 




instructional strategies perceived to be most effective for low-achievers by instructional leaders 
and teachers.  Finding the most effective instructional strategies will ensure improvement in the 
achievement gap.  Through data analysis of instructional leader and teacher perceptions, the 
researcher was able to find trends in the data that indicate that such demographic information as 
ethnicity, number of years’ experience in teaching, and number of years’ experience in 
administration do affect the perceptions in how effective various instructional strategies are for 
low-achievers.  The researcher also found that instructional leaders and teachers have varying 
perceptions of how frequent and how effective various strategies are for low-achievers.  Both 
instructional leaders and teachers did not perceive such strategies as portfolios that force 
independent responsibility onto the low-achievers as effective as strategies that maintain a need 
for assistance and attention to the low-achievers from the teacher.  Instructional strategies that 
include projects such as these take more time to develop along with teach the students how to 
understand the procedure but are the strategies that coincide with student value and interest 
(Langer, 2000).  Along with portfolios, the frequency of instructional strategies such as 
incorporating exploration and creativity was perceived to be low among both instructional 
leaders and teachers.  Is this because there is a lack of trust that the work will be completed 
thoroughly and accurately or could this be because activities such as this take more instructional 
time from class to complete?  Answering this question would require an additional qualitative 
study to gain a better understanding of why these perceptions have come about.  The gap among 
perceptions of instructional leaders and teachers was found within the effectiveness of 
instructional strategies such that include the exploration and creativity.  Instructional leaders 
exhibit a higher frequency of perceptions that indicate effectiveness of work in which a 




to collaborate in constructing a way to connect these perceptions so improvement can be evident 
within each school.  The current research along with any research that follows could become 
very important for teachers of any grade level.  Being able to make sure that all students’ 
learning needs are met along with raising achievement is of utmost importance to education as a 
whole.  We must make sure that students are not still posing the question, “Am I able to learn if 






A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for Education Reform. (1983). Retrieved from 
http://www2.ed.gov/pubs/NatAtRisk/risk.html. 
Auwarter, A. E., & Aruguete, M. S. (2008).  Effects of student gender and socioeconomic status 
on teacher perceptions.  The Journal of Educational Research, 101(4), 243-246. 
Aydogan, I. (2008).  Favoritism in the classroom:  A study on Turkish schools.  Journal of 
Instructional Psychology, 35(2), 159-168. 
Baker, J. A. (2006).  Contributions of teacher-child relationships to positive school adjustment 
during elementary school.  Journal of School Psychology, 44, 211-229. 
Baker, M. & Johnston, P. (2010).  The impact of socioeconomic status on high stakes testing 
reexamined.  Journal of Instructional Psychology, 37(3), 193-199. 
Barbarin, O. A. & Aikens, N. (2015).  Overcoming the educational disadvantages of poor 
children:  How much do teacher preparation, workload, and expectations matter.  
American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 85(2), 101-105. 
Bender, W. N., Vail, C. O., Scott, K. (1995).  Teachers’ attitudes toward increased 
mainstreaming:  Implementing effective instruction for students with learning disabilities.  
Journal of Learning Disabilities, 28(2), 87-94. 
Berliner, D. (2011).  Rational responses to high stakes testing:  the case of curriculum narrowing 
and the harm that follows.  Cambridge Journal of Education, 41(3), 287-302. 
Blanchard, S., & Muller, C. (2015).  Gatekeepers of the American dream:  How teachers’ 
perceptions shape the academic outcomes of immigrant and language-minority students.  




Brown III, G. (2016).  Leadership’s influence:  A case study of an elementary principal’s indirect 
impact on student achievement.  Education, 137(1), 102-114. 
Burton, D. (2001). How do we teach? Results of a National Survey of Instruction in Secondary 
Art Education. Studies in Art Education, 42(2), 131-145.   
Burton, D. (2018). E-mail message from Dr. David Burton to Andrea Ridley, June 8, 2018,  
 4:36:31 pm  
Bybee, R. W. (1997, October). The Sputnik era: Why is this educational reform different from all 
other reforms.  A symposium Reflecting on Sputnik: Linking the Past, Present, and Future 
of Educational Reform. Symposium conducted at the meeting of National Academy of 
Sciences, Washington, D.C. Retrieved from http://www.nas.edu/sputnik/bybee1.htm. 
Campbell, D. T. (1967). Stereotypes and the perception of group differences.  American 
Psychologist, 22(10), 817-829.  doi:10.1037/h0025079 
Couper, M. P. (2005). Technology trends in survey data collection. Social Science Computer 
Review, 24(3), 486-501. doi: 10.1177/0894439305278972 
Crossman, A. (2016, November 01).  Sociology of social inequality.  Retrieved from 
http://sociology.about.com/od/Sociological-Theory/a/Conflict-Theory.htm.  
Daane, D. J., Beirne-Smith, M., & Latham, D. (2000) Administrators’ and teachers’ perceptions 
of the collaborative efforts of inclusion in the elementary grades.  Education, 121(2), 
331-339. 
Duffy, G. G. (1993).  Rethinking strategy instruction:  Four teachers’ development and their low 
achievers’ understandings.  The Elementary School Journal, 93(3), 231-247. 
Ellsworth, J. B. (2000). Surviving changes: A survey of Educational change models. Syracuse, 




Ensign, J. & Woods, A. M. (2014).  Strategies for increasing academic achievement in higher 
education.  Journal of Physical Education, Recreation & Dance, 85(6), 17-22. 
Fletcher, J, Grimley, M., Greenwood, J., & Parkhill, F. (2012).  What are the school-wide 
strategies that support sustained, regular and effective instructional reading programmes 
for 10-13-year-old students?  A New Zealand experience.  Teachers and Teaching, 18(4), 
399-41, doi: 10.1080/13540602.2012.696043. 
Fullan, M. (1982). The meaning of educational change. New York: Teachers College Press. 
Fullan, M., & Stiegelbauer, S. (1991). The new meaning of educational change (2nd ed.).  New 
York: Teachers College Press. 
Georgia Department of Education (2018, March 14). Data & Reporting.  Retrieved from 
www.gadoe.org/. 
Gollnick, D., & Chinn, P. (2008). Multicultural education in a pluralistic society (8th ed.).  
Boston, MA: Pearson.  
Harlen, W. (2015).  Teaching science for understanding in elementary and middle schools. 
Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann. 
Hopkins, W. G. (2008). Quantitative research design. Retrieved June 23, 2017 from 
http://sportsci.org/jour/0001/wghdesign.html. 
Joo, Y. J., Seo, H., Joung, S., Lee, Y. K. (2012).  The effects of academic self-efficacy, learning 
strategies, and perceived instructional strategies on high and low achievers’ in the middle 
school Korean language. KEDI Journal of Educational Policy, 9(2), 239-257. 
Kaufman, P. & Bradby, D. (1992). Characteristics of at-risk students in NELS:88 (NCES 92-
042). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education 




Ladd, H. F. (2012). Presidential address:  Education and poverty:  Confronting the evidence.  
Journal of Policy and Analysis and Management, 31(2), 203-227.  doi: 
10.1002/pam.21615 
Langer, J. A. (2000). Guidelines for Teaching Middle and High School Students To Read and 
Write Well: Six Features of Effective Instruction.  National Research Center on English 
Learning and Achievement, Albany, NY.  
Latz, S. & Dogon, A. (1995).  Coteaching as an instructional strategy for effective inclusionary 
practices.  Teaching and Change, 2(4), 330-351. 
Machts, N., Kaiser, J., Schmidt, T. C., Moller, J. (2016).  Accuracy of teachers’ judgement of 
students’ cognitive abilities: A meta-analysis.  Educational Research Review, 19(2016), 
85-103. 
Madrid, D., Canas, M., & Watson, D.  (2003). A comparative study of effective instructional 
strategies with low-achieving Hispanic bilingual children.  Research for Educational 
Reform, 8(3), 25-39. 
Maduagwu, C. (2013). Negotiating the male ego a masculinist interpretation of John Ruganda’s 
play, Black Mamba.  Journal of International Social Research, 6(27), 374-381. 
Maulana, R., Opdenakker, M. C., & Bosker, R. (2013).  Teacher-students interpersonal 
relationships do change and affect academic motivation:  A multilevel growth curve 
modelling.  British Journal of Educational Psychology, 84, 459-482. 
McCormick, M. P. & O’Connor, E. E. (2015).  Teacher-child relationship quality and academic 
achievement in elementary school:  Does gender matter?  Journal of Educational 




McMillan, J. H., Reed, D., Bishop, A. (2004, June).  A qualitative study of resilient at-risk 
students: Review of literature.  Virginia Commonwealth University. 
Minarechova, M. (2012).  Negative impacts of high-stakes testing.  Journal of Pedagogy, 3(1), 
82-100.  doi: 10.2478/v10159-012-0004-x 
Morris, E. W. (2005).  “Tuck in that shirt!”  Race, class, gender, and discipline in an urban 
school.  Sociological Perspectives, 48(1), 25-48. 
Murphy, J. (2010).  The Educator’s Handbook for Understanding and Closing Achievement 
Gaps.  Thousand Oaks, CA:  Corwin Press. 
Nichols, W. D., Zellner, L. J., Rupley, W. H., Willson, V. L., Kim, Y., Mergen, S., Young, C. A. 
(1996).  What affects instructional choice?  Profiles of K-2 teachers’ use of reading 
instructional strategies and methods.  Journal of Literacy Research, 37(4), 437-458. 
No Child Left Behind. (2004). U.S. Department of Education. Retrieved from 
http://www2.ed.gov/nclb/landing.jhtml. 
O’Shea, A., Booth, J. L., Barbieri, C., McGinn, K. M., Young, L. K., Oyer, M. H. (2016).  
Algebra performance and motivation differences for students with learning disabilities 
and students of varying achievement levels.  Contemporary Educational Psychology. doi: 
10.1016/j.cedpsych.2016.03.003. 
Pashler, H., McDaniel, M., Rohrer, D., & Bjork, R. (2009), Learning styles. Concepts and 
evidence. Association for Psychological Science, 9(3), 105-119. 
Perkins, G. (2016).  Socioeconomic Status:  Influences, Disparities and Current Issues.  
Hauppauge, New York:  Nova Science Publishers, Inc. 
Pinto, M., Caramelo, J., Coimbra, S., Terrasca, M., Agrusti, G. (2016).  Defining the key 




students, trainers and teachers.  Journal of Social Science Education, 15(1), pp. 53-64.  
doi:  10.4119/UNIBI/jsse-v15-i1-1465 
Pittinsky, T. L. (2009). Allophilia: Moving beyond tolerance in the classroom. Childhood 
Education, 85(4), 212. 
Range, B. G., Pijanowski, J., Holt, C. R., & Young, S. (2012). The Perceptions of primary grade 
teachers and elementary principals about the effectiveness of grade-level retention.  The 
Professional Educator, 36(1), 1-17. 
Read, L. (1999).  Teachers’ perceptions of effective instructional strategies for resilient and 
nonresilient students.  Teaching and Change, 7(1), 33-52. 
Reback, R., Rockoff, J., & Schwartz, H. L. (2014).  Under pressure:  Job security, resource 
allocation, and productivity in schools under No Child Left Behind.  American Economic 
Journal: Economic Policy, 6(3), 207-241. 
Solomon, D. & Rosenberg, L. (1964).  Teacher-student feedback and classroom social structure.  
The Journal of Social Psychology, 62, 197-210. 
Steele, C. M., & Aronson, J. (1995). Stereotype threat and the intellectual test performance of 
African Americans. Journal of personality and social psychology, 69(5), 797. 
Tulbure, C. (2012).  Investigating the relationships between teaching strategies and learning 
styles in higher education. Acta Didactica Napocensia, 5(1), 65-74. 
Umbach, P. D. (2004).  Web surveys:  Best practices.  New Directions for Institutional Research, 
2004(121), 23-38. 
Waters, T., Marzano, R. J., & McNulty, B. (2003).  Balanced leadership:  What 30 years of 
research tells us about the effect of leadership on student achievement.  Retrieved from 






Survey of Strategies to Enhance Student Achievement 
Part A. Participant’s Demographic Information: 




Teacher    
Gender Male  Female      
Race Caucasian  African 
American 






Bachelor Master’s Ed.S.  Doctorate   
No. of Years 
Teaching 
1-5 6-10 11-15 15-20 21 or more  
No. of Years in 
Administration 


















Part B. Survey Items: 
Please complete this survey by rating each of the following in terms of working with low achieving students: 
1. How frequently do you use/see the 











A. Direct presentation, such as lecture      
B. Small groups working together      
C. Group discussion/interactive dialogue      
D. Working with students one-on-one      
E. Students developing individual projects 
with a minimum of teacher influence. 
     
F. Demonstration      
G. Portfolios      
H. Exploration of materials and techniques      
I. Computer-Assisted Instruction, such as 
videos, PowerPoint, etc. 
     





2. What instructional strategies have you 
found to be effective in MOTIVATING 














A. Working with a wide variety of media 
and processes 
     
B. Developing technical skills      
C. Developing creative expression and 
sensitivity 
     
D. Field trips      
E. Games and simulations      
F. Incorporation of other cultures into 
curriculum 
     
G. Guest speakers      
H. Journal writing      
I. Exhibiting student work      
J. Other (please describe) _______________________________________________________________ 
  
3. What instructional strategies have you 
found to be effective in 
DEMONSTRATING concepts and 














A. Teacher demonstrates step-by-step      
B. Inviting student demonstration      
C. Showing a completed example      
D. Showing a progressive series of examples      
E. Free exploration and experimentation      
F. Guided practice/students make practice 
piece 
     
G. Demonstration through video or 
computer-assisted instruction 
     
H. Other (please describe) _______________________________________________________________ 
  
4. What QUESTIONING STRATEGIES 















A. Asking for distinct facts and clear 
information 
     
B. Asking broad, open-ended questions      
C. Encouraging discussion between students      
D. Anticipatory set/Activating strategy as 
review 
     
E. Brainstorming and mind-mapping       
F. Active listening      




H. Checks for understanding through open-
ended questioning 
     
I. Other (please describe) _______________________________________________________________ 
  
5. What LOGISTICAL STRATEGIES 
(distributing materials, cleanup) have 















A. Appointing individuals during each 
session 
     
B. Appointing groups (such as tables) each 
session 
     
C. Appointing students by week or longer      
D. Posting a sign with assigned duties      
E. Relying on responsible students       
F. Doing it myself      
G. Other (please describe) _______________________________________________________________ 
  
6. Do you find yourself choosing the same students each time for 
logistical duties?   
Yes No At times 
 
7. What instructional strategies have you 















A. Emphasizing the concept      
B. Reflecting on the activity or discussion      
C. Summarizing the activity or discussion      
D. Specifically relating the concept to the 
activity 
     
E. Reinforcement and praise      
F. Showing my own satisfaction      
G. Other (please describe) _______________________________________________________________ 
  
8. To what extent is your planning and 













A. Personal experience      
B. Suggestions and choices of students      
C. Personal reading      
D. National or State Content Standards      
E. School or department 
guidelines/curriculum  





F. State guidelines or curriculum       
G. Research completed on internet       
H. Other (please describe) _______________________________________________________________ 
  
9. Describe your lesson/unit planning. Rarely 
or 
never 






A. I write detailed lesson/unit plans      
B. I write general lesson/unit plans       
C. I write individual educational plans      
D. I write short notes in my plan book      
E. I rely on memory and experience      
F. I collaborate with other teachers      
G. Other (please describe) _______________________________________________________________ 
  
10. How frequently do you 
assess/evaluate the progress and 










A. Direct presentation, such as lecture      
B. Small groups working together      
C. Group discussion/interactive dialogue      
D. Working with students one-on-one      
E. Students developing individual projects 
with a minimum of teacher influence. 
     
F. Demonstration      
G. Portfolios      
H. Exploration of materials and techniques      
I. Computer-Assisted Instruction, such as 
videos, power point, etc. 
     
J. Other (please describe) _______________________________________________________________ 
  
 
11. What instructional strategies using 
ELECTRONIC TECHNOLOGY have 















A. Direct instruction, such as PowerPoint      
B. Online handouts, materials for students      
C. Assessment and grading, such as 
Clickers/ActiVotes 
     




E. Computer-assisted instruction, such as 
YouTube/TeacherTube 
     
F. Other (please describe) _______________________________________________________________ 
  
12. What strategies have you found to be 















A. General overall performance       
B. Individual conversation with student      
C. Self-evaluation by students       
D. Use of formal grading criteria      
E. Use of rubrics      
F. Direct observation of work       
G. Behavior and attitude, such as time on 
task 
     
H. Portfolio review       
I. Tests, exams, quizzes      
J. Exhibition of work      
K. Other (please describe) _______________________________________________________________ 
  
 
13. To what extent are funds available to meet your needs for instructional materials and resources? 
 A. More than adequate; full support 
 B. Adequate for my students’ needs 
 C. Less than adequate but we make do 
 D. Not at all adequate; lack of supplies hinders my teaching and my students’ learning 
 E. Other (please describe)  _________________________________________ 
  
14. How frequently do you address your 










A. Attending classes and workshops (other 
than required in-services) 
     
B. Attending college or university courses      
C. Personal reading      
D. Activity in professional organizations      
E. Other (please describe) _______________________________________________________________ 
  
This survey instrument is modified from A National Survey of Instruction in Secondary Art Education constructed 
by Dr. David Burton, a professor at Virginia Commonwealth University.  The instrument was first used in a 1999 









strategies and instructional strategies of Motivating and Inspiring, Demonstrating, Questioning Strategies and 
Closure, Electronic Technology, and Assessment.   The format of the questionnaire has kept a 4 point Likert-type 
scale as the original to measure the degree of strategy effectiveness. A few survey items related specifically to art 
education are replaced with strategies of teaching low achievers in the modification. 
Reference: 
Burton, D. (2001). How do we teach? Results of a National Survey of Instruction in Secondary Art Education.  
 Studies in Art Education, 42(2), 131-145.   
 
